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INTRODUCTION 

If a random group of "traditionalists" were a9ked to 
name the most important Eng 1 i sh- language periodicals 
lending the Church against the Modernist onslaught, the 
answers would probably be diverse. No doubt The Remnant , 
Christia n Order , The Angelus , Approaches/A Propos , The Roman 
Catholic and conceivably even Britons Catholic Library 
Letters w ould all get a mention. By contrast, if such a 
aroup were asked to name the most important English-language 
author (as opposed to journalist) on the anti-revolution 
sid«, there can be no doubt that the name of Mr. Michael 
Davie's would top the ballot by a large margin and that even 
many who disagree with his position would vote for him. That 
is a measure of his significance. 

Another, perhaps even more telling, gauge of Mr. 
Davies's influence would be to tot up the total number of 
copies of each of his works printed in England and America.* 1 
The result would compare very favourably, not only with the 
publication figures of any other "traditionalist" author, but 
also with those of very many of the leaders of what Mr. 
Oavies calls "the liturgical revolution", despite the fact 
that, thanks to the adulation of the media, many of them are 
much better known to the general public than he is; and we 
also think it not unfair to conjecture that each copy of Mr. 
Davies's books and pamphlets is probably read on average much 
more than those written by his opponents who favour the 
"revolution" . 

Nor, in the estimation of the author of this Dossier , is 
even this a sufficient gauge of the importance of Mr. 
Davies's writings: for it should not be overlooked that for 
many thousands of his readers Mr. Davies's books constitute 
more or less the only serious theological literature they 
have ever read. Many of those who swell the ranks at the 
"traditionalist" Mass centres on Sundays have reached their 
theological position largely because they have come across 
the writings of Mr. Davies in periodicals and in book form 
and have allowed him to sort out for them the reality 
underlying what they had recognized only by instinct as a 
series of "changes in the Church" that were not in accordance 
with the authentic Faith. Their knowledge of the history of 
the Catholic liturgy and of the theological facts needed to 
defend their stance has been derived almost exclusively from 
his works. It is upon him that they rely for their views on 
the significance of Paul VI's liturgical changes or the 
status of the decrees of Vatican II. It is upon him that 
they rely as they insist to their traditionally-inclined 
fellow-parishioners that the constitution Missale Romanum did 
not abrogate the bull Quo Primum , and as they berate their 
harassed parish priests for not being able to distinguish 
between the "substance" of a sacrament and its matter and 
form, or for failing to state correctly the Church's position 
in relation to "per saltum" Ordinations. And of course it is 
upon him that they rely for their authority in resisting the 
not infrequent temptation to wonder whether John-Paul II is 
really a pope at all. 



* Even ignoring the translations of his works into 
languages such as Spanish and French. 
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We do not think that any of this is an exaggeration. 
Before the Council very few laymen had studied the niceties 
of sacramental theology, and the fact that a large orooortion 
of the "traditionalist" movement now knows more about that 
subject than the clergy that run their respective parishes 
must be due more to the writings of Mr. Oavies than to any 
other single cause. It is therefore true to say that, for a 
by no means insignificant number of peoole, Michael Oavies 
has what might be termed a theological monoDoly. The 
writings of the heavy theologians are open to the great mass 
of "traditionalist" layfolk only to the extent that Mr. 
Davies quotes from them or summarises their doctrines in his 
books, pamphlets and articles. 

Add to that the fact that Mr. Davies handles his oen 
very skilfully, has a commendable grasp of many of the 
theological topics of which he writes, and exolains them 
lucidly and persuasively in very readable prose with a 
pooular style, and you have a gauge of the esteem in which 
Mr.. Davies is widely held. It would hardly be an overstate- 
ment to say that in the eyes of some of his readers Mr. 
Davies is an object of hero-worship and is considered to be 
endowed almost with infallibility. The fact that his 
authority is quoted as conclusive evidence to settle 
theological disputes - a fact which is illustrated in this 
Dossier - bears witness to this. 

The conclusion we draw from the evidence of Mr. Davies's 
uniquely influential position in the Catholic world today is 
that a candid examination of his writings to assess to what 
extent their author is a reliable theologian and the value of 
his works is an appropriate undertaking. And this Dossier 
sets out to provide just such an examination by considering 
Mr. Davies's writings and subjecting them to careful analysis 
in the light of Catholic authority. 



As is plain from the cover, this Dossier has been 
compiled as a supplement to Britons Catholic Library Letters , 
a traditional Catholic periodical. It is also, however, 
being made available to non-subscribers, some of whom may not 
be familiar with the theological stance of Britons Catholic 
Library, and for their benefit some background information is 
called for. 

The most important information that we must give in this 
context concerns the Dresent condition of the Catholic 
Church. In summary, our position, with which it is by no 
means necessary for readers to agree before embarking on this 
Dossier , is that:- 

(i) Heresy, strictly so-called, is found in 
several documents of the synod held in 1962-1965 known 
as the Second Vatican Council, in the texts of the Novus 
Ordo, and in many of the oronouncements of the four 
"popes" who have succeeded Pope Pius XII. 

(ii) By Divine law and Canon Law all those who 
assent to heresy - therefore all the bishops, priests, 
and even "poDes", of what is properly termed the 
Conciliar Church - have automatically ("ipso facto") 
left the Catholic Church and have forfeited whatever 
offices they may once have had in her, and have no more 
valid authority in her than anyone else who has nothing 



whatever to do with the Catholic Church, whether the 

Dalai Lama, the Chief Rabbi, the President of the 

United States, or a Dagan native of an island in the 
South Pacific. 

(iii) The new sacramental formulae used by the 
Conciliar Church for Mass (vernacular versions), 
episcopal "Ordination", and Extreme Unction are 
definitely invalid, and in the case of Baptism, diaconal 
and priestly Ordination, the Mass (Latin version) and 
Confirmation, probably invalid also, while the sacrament 
of Penance is nullified by the lack of jurisdiction on 
the part of its ministers.* 2 

(iv) The activities of "Archbishop" Lefebvre, as 
we must call him in the interests of accuracy (for 
although his episcoDal powers can never be lost, he has 
long since forfeited his episcooal office), are of no 
relevance to the Catholic Church because he, like all 
the other bishops, professed heresy by signing heretical 
documents at Vatican II, and even ignoring this, he is 
in schism from the Catholic Church by virtue of his 
avowed allegiance to a non-member of the Catholic 
Church, John-Paul II. 

(v) Most of the initiatives of the Society of St. 
Pius X and of comoarable "traditionalist" organizations 
are entirely unlawful. 

(vi) All the foregoing are not mere opinions but 
definite facts, demonstrable from indisputable Catholic 
authorities. 

The relevance of this background information to our 
dossier on Mr. Michael Davies is of course that on each of 
the Doints mentioned he has emphatically defended the 
contrary view. 

We again stress that it is not necessary for our readers 
to agree at this stage that what we have asserted to be 
definite facts are indeed definite facts. If they are 
prepared to keep an open mind until such time as we have 
given them access to all the relevant information, we can 
assure them that it will be well worth their while to read 



z * There is in fact one case in which those priests of 
the Conciliar Church who were ordained before 1968 (when the 
almost certainly invalid new rite of Ordination was intro- 
duced) do have the necessary jurisdiction to be able to 
confer valid sacramental absolution which should be mentioned 
tor the sake of completeness. 

When a true Catholic (neither heretical nor schismatic- 
al) is in danger of death, he is permitted by the Church's 
canon Law to seek sacramental absolution from any validly 
ordained priest, even those who have defected from the Church 
°' ;, er f never ln It, provided that there is no danger of 
nM.«V. °-k perver8i0n; and the Church confers upon such 
Shoni* L . " ec u e9sar Y Jurisdiction to absolve him. It 
nicessarv ^^*l at eVen °" the ver * rare occasions when the 
encourAl Condltlon8 are fulfilled, the Church by no means 
l^rajes recourse to non-Catholic priests, and many of her 

n,f , IOrall,tB g ° out of their way to dissuade 

anyone from following such a course 



on, since we shall be analysing and refuting Mr. Davies's 
ODinions on all these questions as well as many others. 

By way of personal background it should be explained 
that this Dossier is substantially the work of J.S. Daly, a 
Catholic layman with no theological training or special 
qualification. He has been assisted by another layman and 
convert, N.M. Gwynne , (which accounts for the use of the 
first oerson plural throughout), and while joint respons- 
ibility is taken by both of them - as is the case in respect 
of all Britons Catholic Library Letters and supolements - it 
has been determined in view of the controversial nature of 
the Dossier ' s contents to identify its particular author so 
that Mr. Davies cannot comolain of being attacked anonymous- 
ly. 

J.S. Daly (hereinafter referred to as J.S.D.) made the 
acquaintance of Mr. Davies in 1979-80 while still a student, 
has met him on several occasions, and knew his son Adrian 
well when both were studying at Cambridge University. Mr. 
Davies gave him considerable assistance in attemoting to work 
out where the truth lay in resoect of the changes in the 
Church, and J.S.D. was basically in agreement with Mr. 
Davies's position during the years between 1978 and 1982. 

In early 1983, however, J.S.D. recognized the fact that 
Mr. Davies was in error on the six points outlined above and 
many others - a oosition which he took only in the light of 
conclusive evidence. In early 1984 J.S.D. joined forces with 
N.M. Gwynne (N.M.G.) in the oroduction of Britons Catholic 
Library Lette rs . N.M.G. and J.S.D. reached the conclusion 
that a dossier such as this was necessary in order to 
accomplish three main objectives:- 

(i) To refute the gravely erroneous positions of 
Mr. Davies on the six Doints already mentioned, as well 
as on many others in which his assertions have been 
responsible for leading many souls astray in matters 
upon which salvation may depend. 

(ii) To show by careful analysis that Mr. Davies 
is a comDletely unreliable author whose theological 
statements should never be accepted without verification 
from genuine Catholic authorities. 

(iii) To set out in a single document the main 
points of disagreement among those commonly referred to 
- and referring to themselves - as "traditionalists", 
allowing both sides to state their case, and showing by 
rigorous demonstration in each case where the truth 
lies . 

This task has been carried out by locating relevant 
passages in Mr. Davies's writings, arranging them system- 
atically, and criticizing them. The conclusions reached in 
this Dossier - and, in the judgement of those responsible 
for it and those to whose criticism we have submitted it, 
irrefutably oroven - are that Mr. Davies is not only a 
schismatic, but a multiple heretic; intensely ignorant even 
on many elementary points of theology as well as on matters 
of historical fact and general Catholic knowledge; an 
outright liar, guilty of incredible dishonesty, suppression 
of truth and inconsistency; an extremely shoddy scholar; a 
model of how Catholics ought not to write; a blind leader of 
the blind; arrogant and foolish; a source of huge scandal; 



and in finp, an utter disgrace to the name of "Catholic" to 
which he falsely lays claim. Naturally these conclusions are 
far from savoury. Our only justification for reaching them 
is that they are factually true, and our only justification 
for publishing them is that the good of souls demands that a 
oerson responsible for the circulation of pernicious 
falsehood be exposed as publicly as possible. 

For some readers it may seem shocking that Catholics 
should, for whatever reason, subject anyone to a head-on 
public attack on both his beliefs and his morals; and perhaDs 
a little more explanation is therefore called for. This 
explanation is best given, not in our own words, but in those 
of Fr. Felix Sarda y Salvany, in his wonderful book What is 
Liberalism? from which we have quoted several times in our 
Letters. What is Liberalism? was scrutinized by the Sacred 
Congregation of the Index and was reported (10th January 
1887) not only to contain nothing contrary to sound doctrine, 
but to merit great praise. And the extracts we shall now 
quote amply justify any member of the faithful who can do so 
in (a) firmly and ruthlessly attacking false doctrine, (b) 
no less firmly and ruthlessly attacking the persons of those 
who Durvey it rather than restricting himself to an abstract 
dissertation against the errors. Indeed they do not merely 
justify, they exhort. 

"The Dropagators and abettors of heresy a9 well as 
its authors have at all times been called heretics. As 
the Church has always considered heresy a very grave 
evil, so has she always called its adherents evil and 
perverted. Run over the list of ecclesiastical writers 
- you will then see how the Apostles treated the first 
heretics, how the Fathers, and modern controversialists, 
and the Church herself in her official language, have 
Dursued them. There is, then, no sin against charity in 
calling evil evil; nor in calling its authors, abettors 
and disciples bad; nor in callinq all their acts, words 
and writings iniquitous, wicked, malicious. 

"In short, the wolf has always been called the 
wolf; and in so calling it, no one ever believed that 
injury was done to the flock and the shepherd. 

"If the propagation of good and the necessity of 
combating evil require the use of harsh terms against 
error and its supporters, this is certainly not against 
charity. it is a corollary or consequence of the 
principle we have just demonstrated. We must render 
evil odious and detestable. We cannot attain this 
result without pointing out the dangers of evil, without 
snowing how and why it is odious, detestable and 
contemotible. Christian oratory of all ages has ever 
emoloyed the most vigorous and emohatic rhetoric in the 
arsenal of human speech against imoiety. In the 
writings of the great athletes of Christianity the use 
rrn.Mn 07 ' .t mprecation ' execration and of the most 
thafi?V ^ 6tS U contin ^l. Hence the only rule is 
that of ODportuneness and truth. 

usaae BUt A^r U another notification for such an 
"1 , *Dologetics that are intended for oopular 

academic ?or m r n °T "* S° UChed in ele 9 ant and constrained 
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language. To be impassioned is not reorehensible, when 
the emotion is stirred up by the holy ardour of 
truth. "*3 

"'It is fair enough to make war on abstract 
doctrines,' some may say, 'but in combating error, be it 
ever so evident, is it proper to make an attack uoon 
the persons of those who uphold it?' We reply that very 
often it is - and not only Drooer, but at times even 
indispensable and meritorious before God and men. 

"The accusation of indulging in oersonal ities is 
not spared to Catholic apologists, and when liberals and 
those tainted with liberalism have hurled it at our 
heads they imagine that we are overwhelmed by the 
charge. But they deceive themselves. We are not so 
easily thrust into the background. We have reason, and 
substantial reason, on our side. In order to combat and 
discredit false ideas, we must inspire contempt and 
horror in the hearts of the multitude for those who seek 
to seduce and debauch them. A disease is inseparable 
from the persons of the diseased. The cholera threaten- 
ing a country comes in the persons of the infected. If 
we wish to exclude it, we must exclude them. Now iust 
as ideas do not generate themselves, neither do they 
soread or proDagate themselves. Left to themselves, if 
it be possible to imagine them apart from those who 
conceive them, they would never produce all the evil 
from which society suffers. It is only in the concrete 
that they are effective; when they animate the behaviour 
of those who conceive them. They are like the arrows 
and the bullets which would hurt no one if they were not 
shot from the bow or the gun. It is the archer and the 
gunner to whom we should give our attention if we want 
to put an end to their murderous assaults. Any other 
method of warfare would be liberal, admittedly, but it 
would be opposed to common-sense. 

"The authors and propagators of heretical doctrines 
are soldiers with poisoned weapons in their hands. 
Their arms are the book, the newspaper, the lecture, 
their personal influence. Is it sufficient to dodge 
their blows? Not at all; the first thing necessary is 
to demolish the combatant himself. When he is 'hors de 
combat', he can do no more mischief. 

"It is therefore perfectly proper not only to 
discredit any book, newspaper or discourse of the enemy, 
but also, in certain cases, to discredit his person; for 
in warfare, beyond question, the principal element is 
the person engaged, as the gunner is the principal 

3* In defence of such strong language as may occur in 
this Dossier (and certainly any that is present is used to 
make a serious and valid ooint rather than in derision), we 
might also use the "ad hominem" defence of observing that we 
are giving Mr. Davies no worse treatment than he has been 
prepared to give to those who take a contrary view to his. 
Anyone who is preoared to accuse his opponents of, for 
instance, "writing the most utter drivel one can possibly 
imagine" ( The Remnant , 15th January 1987) - language which 
borders on the hysterical - can have no objection to the 
harsh but accurate terms used in this Dossier - provided that 
the truth is not sullied. 



factor in an artillery fight, and not the cannon, the 
powder and the bomb. It is thus lawful, in certain 
cases, to expose the crimes of a liberal opponent, to 
bring'his habits into contempt, and to drag his name in 
the mire. Yes, this is oermissible; permissible in 
prose, in verse, in caricature, in a serious vein or in 
badinage, by every means and method within reach. The 
only restriction is not to employ a lie in the service 
of righteousness. This never. Under no pretext may we 
sully the truth, not by one iota. As Cretineau-Joly has 
remarked: 'Truth is the only charity allowed in 
history,' and, we may add, in the defence of religion 
and society. 

"The Fathers of the Church support this thesis. 
The very titles of their works clearly show that, in 
their contests with heresy, their first blow was at the 
heresiarchs. The works of St. Augustine almost always 
bear the name of the author of the heresy against which 
they are written: Contra Fortunatum Manichoeum ; Adversus 
Adamanctum ; Contra Felicem ; Contra Secundinum ; Quis 
fuerit Petilianus ? ; De gestis Pelaqii ; Quis fuerit 
Julianus?, etc. Thus the greater part of the polemics 
of this great doctor was personal, aggressive, biograph- 
ical, as well as doctrinal, a hand-to-hand struggle with 
heretics as well as with heresy."* 4 

4 * Perhaps one final objection needs to be answered, 
namely whether it is appropriate even for layfolk, as well as 
priests and bishops, to defend the Church in thi9 manner. 
Our answer here is that the laity not only may, but sometimes 
must, do so, and that when it is their duty to defend the 
Church they are entitled to use precisely the 9ame literary 
weapons as the pope himself would use in writings of 
controversy. Certainly, when possible, they should write 
under the guidance of their pastors, but there can undoubt- 
edly be exceptions to this. The history of the Church 
furnishes a multitude of instances illustrating these 
principles, of which we choose the case of the layman 
Eusebius. Dom Gueranger describes this episode as follows: 

"In the very year of his exaltation, on Christmas 
Day 428, Nestorius, taking advantage of the immense 
concourse which had assembled in honour of the Virgin 
Mother and her Child, pronounced from the episcopal 
pulpit the blasphemous words: 'Mary did not bring forth 
God; her Son was only a man, the instrument of the 
Divinity.' The multitude shuddered with horror. 
Eusebius, a simple layman, rose to give expression to 
the gener al indignation, and protested against this 
impiety. Soon a more explicit protest was drawn up and 
disseminated in the name of the members of this grief- 
stricken Church, launching an anathema against anyone 
who should dare to say: 'The Only-begotten Son of the 
Father and the Son of Mary are different persons.' This 
generous att itude was the safeguard of Byzantium, Tnd 
won the praise of Popes and Councils. When the sheph erd 
becomes a wolf the first d uty of the flock is to defend 
itself. It is usual and regular, no doubt, for doctrine 
to descend from the bishops to the faithful, and those 
who are sublet in the Faith are not to judge their 
;«5VnV > i r V * BU 5 in the trea3ure of revelation there are 
I -L Ji LI °L r . lne8 WMch a11 ChH -* l*na. bv-thi-^ 
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That our criticisms of Mr. Oavies and the doctrines 
which he oropounds do not exceed the bounds of these canons 
we are confident. But it may still be objected that such 
ruthless tactics are aooropriate only in the warfare against 
the Church's main enemies, who are currently so numerous and 
are spreading their pestilential errors without restraint. 
Should not our attacks be aimed against a Kueng or a 
Sch i I lebeeckx , a Rahner or even a Wojtyla, rather than 
against someone who is professedly ant i -Modernist and who 
does his best to defend the Church even if he makes certain 
mistakes in doing so? To this we would answer that we have 
no doubt that the writings of Michael Oavies are vastly more 
pernicious in their effects than those of Kueng, 
Schillebeeckx et al., because, whereas the latter have been 
sowing the seed of error on receptive ground and leading 
astray from the Church those who "heap to themselves 
teachers, having itching ears, and will indeed turn away 
their hearing from the truth, but will be turned unto 
fables" (2 Timothy 4:3-4), it is Mr. Davies's role (however 
unwittingly) to lead astray those who have at least some 
genuine concern for the truth, and thereby "to deceive (if 
possible) even the elect." (Matthew 24:24) Hence, of such as 
Mr. Oavies, Pope Leo XIII wrote in his encyclical Satis 
Cognitum (1896) : 

"There can be nothing more dangerous than those 
heretics who admit nearly the whole series of doctrine , 
and yet by one word , as with a drop of ooison, taint the 
real and simple Faith taught by Our Lord and handed 
down by Apostolic tradition." (Our emohases added.) 

In view of these authoritative pronouncements, we think 
that no objection can be made to the nature of our critique 
provided that we are correct in our estimation of the reality 
and gravity of Mr. Davies's deoartures from orthodoxy. The 
reader will be able to assess this only by reading our case. 

And yet, perhaps there is one other objection that could 
be made - why did we not privately draw Mr. Davies's 
attention to his errors and invite him to retract them 
voluntarily rather than exposing him in public? To this we 
reply that we have , on a number of occasions, drawn various 
of Mr. Davies's errors to his attention, and have also seen 
cooies of correspondence in which others have done the same. 
In each case the response has been identical; not only is no 
retraction made* 5 but the objector is either fobbed off with 



question of belief or conduct, dogma or morals . 
Treachery like that of Nestorius is rare in the Church, 
but it may happen that some pastors keep silence for one 
reason or another in circumstances when religion is at 
stake. The true children of Holy Church at such times 
are those who walk by the light of their baptism, not 
t he cowardly souls who, under the specious pretext of 
submission to the powers that be, delay their opposition" 
to the enemy in the hope of receiving instructions which 
are neither necessary nor desirable ." ( Liturgical Year : 
9th February) 

5 * Mr. Oavies is certainly well aware of the grave 
duty of retracting theological error as Dublicly as one has 
stated it, because he has protested at the failure of others 
to comply with this duty , for instance in The Remnant for 



specious excuses, or he is promised a reply which never 
comes, or his communication is simply ignored. This has been 
the experience of J.S.D. and N.M.G., both independently and 
in concert, and also of other critics in England, America, 
Australia and Canada. Despite all their remonstrances, Mr. 
Davies has gone so far as to make the following claim: 

"To the best of my knowledge, no one has been able 
to point out a theological error in any of my books." 
( The Angelus , March 1984). 

When he has read this Dossier , the reader will be in a 
position to assess the truthfulness of that boast. 

It is perhaps also worth forestalling at this stage the 

obvious objection that might be made in Mr. Davies's defence 

if he gives the silent treatment to the documented catalogue 

of extremely numerous theological errors on his part which 

comprise this Dossier - namely, that there is simply so much 

of it that a busy man would not have time to assess all our 

points, let alone rectify the deficiencies they catalogue. 

To this we should reply that the duty of rectifying one's 

errors is much greater even than that of propagating the 

truth, and that, even if Mr. Davies might perhaps be excused 

for not abandoning his career to devote himself to the 

retraction of the errors of which we convict him, this excuse 

would certainly not be valid if he continued to write on 

other subjects while leaving this refutation unanswered. 

However, to simplify the procedure for him, we have appended 

as the last chapter of this Dossier an Open Letter to Mr. 

Michael Davies in which we draw attention to a handful of the 

most serious errors for which he has been responsible and 

call upon him either to substantiate his assertions from pre- 

Vatican II authorities (any approved theological manual or 

recognized theological authority would suffice) or to 

withdraw them. We are happy to let the validity of our case 

be gauged by his response to this Open Letter . If Mr. Davies 

is able to substantiate his positions from genuine Catholic 

authority** on the handful of questions covered in it, we are 

prepared to acknowledge that this would be sufficient 

evidence of the weakness of our case and that he would be 

under no obligation to devote any more time to answering the 

rest of the contents of this Dossier . If, on the other hand, 

he is unable to refute our charges on these fundamental 

questions, we feel confident that readers will agree with us 

that Mr. Davies will then be bound not only to retract his 

position on these questions but also carefully to address all 

the remaining criticisms we make, either answering them 
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satisfactorily from genuine Catholic authorities or 
nising their validity. 



As we have been criticised in the past for referring to 
those of whom we write by their surname, we should like to 
make it clear that this practice, which is followed in this 
document, is not intended to be offensive but is used for the 
sake of brevity, being the standard practice of scholars and 
theologians. St. Robert Bellarmine and St. Alphonsus 
Liguori, for instance, are quite content to identify oriests, 
bishops and cardinals merely by their surnames when noting 
their opinions, so we have no hesitation in following their 
example and referring to the subject of this Dossier as 
"Davies" throughout and in using the same freedom with 
reference to "Lefebvre" and others. 

We should also explain why priests who are associated 
with the Conciliar Church or with any other heretical 
position are referred to throughout as "Pr." So-and-so. The 
reason that the title "Fr." is put in inverted commas is not 
to indicate that the oriests in question are not validly 
ordained: except where indicated, we presume that oriests 
ordained in the traditional rite do possess valid Orders. 
But valid Orders are not sufficient to entitle a priest to be 
called Father (without inverted commas); for this, not only 
the powers of the priesthood but also the lawful and regular 
possession of that sacred status are necessary. And priests 
who have defected from the Catholic Church no longer have the 
office of the priesthood, so that they are entitled to no 
mode of address other than "Mr." or similar secular or 
academic titles. To refer to them in such a way would 
frequently give rise to confusion, however; so the solution 
we have adopted is that of generally using whatever titles 
such clerics are commonly known by, adding inverted commas to 
signify that the dignity is not theirs by right but only by 
usage. 

A couple of other small stylistic points. First, when 
we quote English-language authors who use different spelling 
or printing conventions from ourselves, such as by giving 
some nouns (such as "cardinal") capital initial letters where 
we do not and vice versa, by spelling words (such as 
"baptize") with an "s" where we use "z", by not underlining 
the titles of books and periodicals (which we do), and so 
on, we try to keep the convention of the writer whom we are 
quoting. This has the disadvantage of giving an appearance 
of inconsistency, but, especially when quoting the writings 
of Mr. Davies himself, we thought it only fair to do our best 
to avoid even the tiniest deviation from the exact texts. 
Secondly, square brackets in a passage which we are quoting 
(that is, by an author other than ourselves) indicates that 
what is inside the brackets is a comment that we are adding; 
anything in round brackets was in the original. 

Finally, we should like to implore all those who read 
this document to do so critically, and, if they consider that 
anything in It is untrue to Catholic doctrine or unfair to 
Mr. Davies, urgently to draw it to our attention so that if 
their objections are valid the necessary corrections can be 
made. We ask this, as regular readers know, in respect of 
all our published writings, but we make the request especial- 
ly earnestly in respect of this Dossier on Michael Davies , in 
view of the fact that, insofar as its contents may contain 



any error, this constitutes not only infidelity to Catholic 
belief on our part, but al9o an iniustlce to Mr. Davies. 



Prefatory Note 

In sone of the observations made in the early chapters 
of this Dossier, the position outlined on pages ii and iii of 
the foregoing introduction is assumed to be true without 
having been proved true in all its parts. Readers for whom 
some or all of this position is open to question are assured 
that all its controversial points of any significance are 
clearly demonstrated to be true somewhere in the Dossier . 
It is impossible to avoid all reference in the early part of 
the Dossier to truths which, for the sake of orderly 
presentation, are not fully discussed until later. 



CHAPTER ONE 
DAVIES 'S ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY 



"He that taketh authority to himself unjustly 
shall be hated." (Ecclesiasticus 20:8) 

What is the Catholic Attitude to Authority? 

Michael Davies has given us much to write about, unfort- 
unately. Where should we start? 

Of all the tests that can be applied to assess what 
confidence can justifiably be placed in an author who writes 
on matters pertaining to the holy Catholic religion, there 
can be no better, more certain or easier way to distinguish 
someone who writes in a Catholic way from a writer imbued 
with the erroneous attitudes of the world than by his 
attitude to authority. It is here that we shall start, 
therefore, and at once it can be said that this crucial test 
readily exposes Davies as a man whose whole attitude and 
character are at variance with the mind of the Catholic 
Church. 

In order to apply the test fairly and accurately, it is 
necessary first to establish what the attitude of a Catholic 
to authority should be. This we can appropriately do by 
looking at some of the necessary characteristics of a good 
Catholic, seven of which, obviously relevant to our examin- 
ation, we now offer: 

(i) A faithful Catholic is always loath to give 
his personal opinion without the clear support of 
authority. "A true disciple of Christ," says Fr. Alban 
Butler in his Lives of the Saints , February 26, "by a 
sincere spirit of humility and distrust in himself, is, 
as it were, naturally inclined to submission to all 
authority appointed by God, in which he finds his peace, 
security and joy. This happy disposition of his soul is 
his secure fence against the illusions of self-suf- 
ficiency and blind pride, which easily betray men into 
the most fatal errors." 

(ii) When authority is lacking and he is forced by 
real need to express his personal view, he always makes 
it clear that what he is saying is not founded on the 
voice of authority and he invariably supplies his 
justifying reasons for the view which he holds, stating 
his position to be only provisional and written subject 
to correction. "In all that I say in this book, I 
submit to what is taught by Our Mother, the Holy Roman 
Church; if there is anything in it contrary to this, it 
will be without my knowledge. Therefore, for the love 
of Our Lord, I beg the learned men who are to revise it 
to look at it very carefully and to amend any faults of 
this nature which there may be in it and the many others 
which it will have of other kinds. If there is anything 
good in it, let this be to the glory and honour of God 
and in the service of His most sacred Mother, our 
Patroness and Lady, whose habit, though all unworthily, 
I wear," protested St. Teresa of Avila in The Way of 
Perfection . (So fundamental and well-known was the 
distinction between authority and opinion in the Ages of 
Faith that it is familiarly referred to, right at the 
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(iii) In using authorities, he quotes frequently 
from those sources recognized by the Church as the 
ultimate sources of truth, and invariably accepts what 
these sources say as final - the sources in question 
being Holy Scrioture and tradition as interpreted by the 
Church, the definitions of the Holy See, the definitions 
of councils, the consensus of the Fathers, the unanimous 
doctrine of approved theologians, etc. "Some enumerate 
more theological sources, and some fewer, but there are 
ten mentioned by Melchior Cano, namely: (i) Sacred 
Scrioture; (ii) tradition; (iii) the authority of the 
Church; (iv) general, or particular, councils, approved 
by the Roman Pontiff; (v) decisions of the Roman Pontiff 
speaking 'ex cathedra'; (vi) the authority of the Holy 
Fathers; (vii) the authority of theologians; (viii) 
natural reason; (ix) the authority of the philosophers; 
(x) the authority of history. Of these, the first seven 
are theological sources properly so called, and 
intrinsically so: Scripture and Divine-Apostolic 
tradition as containing the deposit of revelation, and 
the other five as testifying some truth to be contained 
in Scripture or tradition. The last three listed are 
sources improperly so called, external and not neces- 
sary; for 'per se' their object is purely natural." (Fr. 
J. Herrmann C.SS.R.: Institutiones Theologlae Dogmat- 
icae , Prolegomena, n.15) 

(iv) He shows the greatest respect and deference 
to the other genuine authorities regarded as such by the 
Church, even though not regarded by the Church as 
infallible - the Fathers and Doctors speaking alone, the 
saints and popes expressing their private views, 
writings approved by high authority in the Church or by 
long tradition, etc. "They are not judges whose 
decision is authoritative and final, but they are 
witnesses who testify to the doctrine of the Church in 
their time, and their witness has been examined and 
found to be truthful." (Sylvester J. Hunter S.J.: 
Outlines of Dogmatic Theology , n.101) 

(v) He quotes what might be called the "semi- 
authorities" with respect, but always remembers that 
their authority, ultimately, is no greater than whatever 
reasons they adduce to support their position, and that 
theological manualists, although generally reliable, are 
not only often too brief in their exposition of 
particular points to cover all the possibilities but 
sometimes make clear mistakes which may or may not have 
,orl P1C . C UP and corr ected by other writers. "The 
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(vi) Rarely, if ever, will he quote in support of 
a theological position the view of a private individual 
who has not even been regarded by the Church as an 
approved author;* 7 and should he quote such a one, he 
will invariably point out that the view expressed is not 
an authoritative one. "Quotations and testimonies of 
profane writers or authors should be used only with the 
utmost discernment; much more so the statements of 
heretics, apostates and infidels; but never should 
living persons be adduced as authorities. Faith and 
Christian moral integrity have no need of such sup- 
porters and defenders." (The decree Ot Quae of the 
Sacred Consistorial Congregation, listing norms for 
preachers, 28th June 1917 - evidently these principles 
are not universally binding except for preachers, but, 
no less evidently, those principles which the Church 
requires to be observed by her preachers are a trust- 
worthy guide for the general practice of all those who 
address theological topics, whether orally or in 
writing. ) 

(vii) In explaining why he has chosen to quote some 
writers rather than others, he will be cautious lest he 
give his readers a false impression of the weight 
carried by certain private individuals. "Opinions are 
like coins, the value of which is reckoned not by their 
number but by their weight and the amount of precious 
metal in them. Thus opinions are not commended by the 
number of authors who maintain them, but by the quality 
of reason, truth and prudence which support them. 
Otherwise the fools would ever be victorious, as there 
are more of them than of the wise." (Cardinal 
Sfondratus: In Reg. Sacerd. , lib.l, n.20 and lib. 2, 
n.14/6) 



The Consistent Practice of Michael Davies 

There is not a single one of these tests which Davies 
does not fail - and, what is more, fail miserably. But if 
one were to select the most glaringly anti-Catholic feature 
of his writing, this must surely be the way in which he 
(a) quotes writers, scholars and theologians of this century 
or the last who have little or no weight or authority at all 
as though they were to be regarded as oracles of greater 
value than the Extraordinary Magisterium, and (b) simult- 
aneously credits them with wildly exaggerated status in order 
to brow-beat his readers into accepting what they say even 
though a Catholic has no greater obligation to defer to their 
opinions than he has to defer to the opinions of the man who 
delivers his milk or sweeps the street in which he lives. 

Davies's reading is by no means as wide as it might 
appear from a casual glance over the bibliography to his 
books. He is familiar with the writings of certain scholars 
of recent times and has studied these fairly carefully, 

7 * The great writers of pagan antiquity - Aristotle, 
Plato, Cicero, etc. - are in a special category since, 
although by no means Catholics and often wrong in their 
beliefs, their colossal wisdom is so universally recognized 
as to make them suitable quasi-authorities on many topics and 
they have often been quoted as such by the popes and saints. 
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which Davies introduces him: 

"The last word on the Children's Directory must go 
to Dietrich von Hildebrand, the most profound thinker in 
the American Church this century. This great theologian 
and philosopher would not have expressed hl »" lf *° 
strongly without good reason..." (Pope Paul's New Mass, 
p. 193) 

"Dietrich von Hildebrand has rightly condemned this 
anomaly..." ( Pope Paul's New Mass , p. 30) 

"This deplorable state of af fairs. . .has been well 
described by Dietrich von Hildebrand, almost certainly 
the most courageous, erudite, and respected layman in 
the English-speaking world since World War II. 
Professor von Hildebrand was second to no one in his 
loyalty to the Holy See, he was made a papal knight for 
his defence of Humanae Vltae ,* 8 but he would not allow 
human respect to silence him when the Faith was 
endangered... Professor von Hildebrand also expresses 
the belief that bishops who tolerate liturgical 
pluralism lose the right to claim obedience in discip- 
linary matters... I would suggest that any bishop who 
reads these words ponder them carefully. The opinion 
of so great a philosopher and theologian is not to be 
set aside lightly." ( An Open Lesson to a Bishop , pp.2- 



8 * It is noteworthy that this point constitutes the 
sole evidence other than Davies's "ipse dixit" of von 
Hildebrand's status: the fact that von Hildebrand was awarded 
a dignity by the very man - Montini - who is more responsible 
than anyone else for the ecclesiastical revolution of which 
Davies himself complains. 



"Dietrich von Hildebrand was of the opinion that 
nothing should be forbidden unless it was evidently 
wrong or harmful." ( Pope Paul's New Mass , p. 590) 

Whether von Hildebrand had the grace to blush at 
Davies's virtual canonisation of him will not be known in 
this world, for it is now some years since his death, but it 
is hard to understand how any Catholic - or anyone with a 
grain of Catholic instinct left within him - could take such 
words seriously, as, from the complete lack of protest that 
comes from Davies's many readers, it seems that at least the 
vast majority of them do. 

Of the many objectionable features of this conjuring 
with von Hildebrand 's name, the most serious is the fact that 
Davies is fraudulently pressuring his readers into thinking 
that he has independent and weighty authority for his 
assertions when in fact von Hildebrand can lend no weight to 
Davies's words because we have only Davies's own authority 
for the fact that von Hildebrand is worthy of the slightest 
credence or respect. But it must also be stressed that 
whether or not the praises which he showers upon the 
philosopher's head are deserved is of no relevance. Whether 
one holds the view that von Hildebrand was a pretentious 
buffoon or the greatest philosopher in history, the fact 
remains that he is not a Catholic authority and that Davies 
treats him, not as a mere Father or pope, but literally as if 
he were God Himself. No, we are not exaggerating. The very 
last quotation taken from von Hildebrand in the above 
selection, for instance, is one in which he is cited in 
support of an opinion, which is such a commonplace that it 
needs no authority to defend it anyhow, *9 but, if any 
authority were to be cited for it, one would naturally choose 
an authority of great weight. But one who thinks with the 
mind of the Church would not even cite St. Thomas Aquinas as 
being "of such and such an opinion . . . " , because "opinions", 
even of so great an authority as he, are of minimal value. 
It is only God Himself who needs but to speak to win our 
assent, and yet this is the attitude which Davies manifests 
towards von Hildebrand and expects his readers to accept as 
normal. It is as if a political commentator had quoted as a 
conclusive argument against anarchism the fact that a little 
known politician had once at a cocktail party expressed the 
view that for a country to have one or two laws and maybe a 
small police force is not such a bad thing. The opinion is 
merely trite; the "authority" cited for it is not an 
authority at all and the status implicitly given to the 
"authority" by writing as if his say-so were both necessary 
and sufficient to prove the point is at the very least so 
absurdly out of proportion to the reality as to be laughable 
- and, as we say, cannot logically be differentiated from 
treating the "authority" as God Himself. And if any reader 
considers that this accusation is excessive, let him try to 
think of a simple authority other than Divine Revelation 
which all Catholics can be reasonably expected to accept on 
any topic whatsoever upon which the Church has no teaching 
and which evidently exceeds the narrow confines of academic 
expertise. 



9 * There can be no question, however, but that by 
attributing the principle to von Hildebrand Davies is 
intending to lend authority to what he says and expecting the 
authority to be considered conclusive. 



Pride Before a Fall 




that a private individual is a credible authority on matters 
of great moment simply because he likes what that person 
says would it not be a wholly appropriate consummation of 
this' process of self-deceit if master and disciple both 
floundered together, in accordance with Our Lord's dictum 
that "if the blind lead the blind, both fall into the pit"? 
(Matthew 15:14) Well, how long it took we have not bothered 
to check, but certainly it had happened by the time Davies 
laid his pamphlet An Open Letter to a Bishop before the 
public; for the passage we have just quoted from that work 
contains as clear' an example of heresy, affirmed by "the most 
profound thinker in the American Church this century," as one 
could want - or, rather, not want. 

We refer to Professor von Hildebrand's belief, cited 
with approval by Davies, that "bishops who tolerate litur- 
gical pluralism lose the right to claim obedience in 
disciplinary matters." Whatever else might be claimed about 
this belief, it surely cannot be denied that it is as 
remarkable as it is original. Nor does the context in which 
it first appeared in any way temper this remarkable 
assertion. Since von Hildebrand evidently believed that the 
bishops in question did not forfeit their offices automatic- 
ally, he appears to be declaring, in effect, that it can be 
permissible for a Catholic to disobey lawfully constituted 
authority, not only on a particular matter where the 
authority commands something intrinsically evil, but always, 
habitually and invariably, purely on the basis of some 
particular offence which the bishop has committed on one 
occasion. And this can only be appropriately described as a 
travesty of Catholic doctrine. 

As readers of Britons Catholic Library Letters will 
know, it is correct Catholic doctrine that bishops, like all 
other clerics, forfeit their offices automatically, and are 
therefore no longer entitled to obedience, if they fall into 
heresy or into schism;*l° but the doctrine that the same 
applies to bishops who "tolerate liturgical pluralism," i.e. 
tail to condemn liturgical abuses, is an astonishing one. It 
seems impossible to see how a bishop could "lose the right to 
claim obedience in disciplinary matters" without losing his 

VAcZVnn f 6 u ° nl , y i, b . a8is We Can think of for the notion i3 the 
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any, but all agree that public heretics do. 



More Heroes 

Von Hildebrand is not, however, the only writer whom 
Davies has elevated to a position of authority vastly beyond 
what can reasonably be claimed for anyone who is neither a 
oope nor a canonised saint. We draw attention to some 
further Instances. 

In Pope Paul's New Mass , on page 32, Davies introduces 
as an authority the late Mr. Douglas Woodruff, who was, until 
1967, editor of The Tablet , which was the "high-brow" English 
Catholic weekly from its foundation in the 1840s until it 
degenerated during the 1970s into the organ of the tiny 
number of intellectual members of the clique of rabid 
liberals. Here is how Davies introduces him: "Douglas 
Woodruff, probably England's most erudite layman..." The 
reader should beware of adopting this opinion as his own, for 
even Davies appeared to have abandoned it between writing 
that section of Pope Paul's New Mass and writing his 
pamphlet, An Open Lesson to a Blshoo ; since on page 13 of the 
latter Mr. Woodruff has been demoted to only ".. .possibly 
England's most erudite layman..." But in either case Davies 
is taking upon himself a judgement which few in even the most 
exalted academic circles would make so confidently - a 
judgement which necessarily presupposes considerable 
erudition in the person making it, unless he quotes some 
authority to back it up, which Davies certainly does not. It 
is another example of brow-beating the reader in order to 
bolster up his case in a way that is wholly artificial. 

Dom David Knowles , the Benedictine monk who was autom- 
atically excommunicated for abandoning his cloister at 
Downside without permission in the 1930s and eventually came 
to occupy the Chair of Mediaeval History at Cambridge 
University,* 11 seems to have been a rival to Woodruff's 
erudition - on page 320 of Pope Paul's New Mass he is 
described as, "Fr. David Knowles, probably England's greatest 
Catholic scholar until his death in 1974..." 

On page 159 of Pope John's Council, Rudolph Graber, the 
Conciliar bishop of Regensburg, is virtually canonized. As 
the brow-beating is stepped up, the prudent reader ought to 
ask himself with even greater urgency such questions as 
whether he thinks it might be just possible that Davies's 
fulsome praises are really justified in respect of a bishop 
who has complicity with what Davies calls "the liturgical 
revolution" or whether the praises are not thrown in to 
bolster the credibility of a man whose slim volume Davies 
quotes from nine times in this one book and who would 
otherwise be looked at askance - to say the very least - by 
most "traditionalists". Here, without further comment, is 
some of what Davies deems it appropriate to write about a 
bishop cheerfully presiding over a diocese of the Conciliar 
Church in which Almighty God is quite as freely and extrav- 
agantly insulted as in most other dioceses: 

"...the Church on the road to atheism? That this 
is indeed the case is the thesis of a book by Dr. 
Rudolph Graber, consecrated Bishop of Regensburg by Pope 
John XXIII in 1962. (The fact that this book has been 

11 * See the biography of Knowles entitled David 
Knowles: a Memoir by Dom Adrian Morey, 1979. 



written by a German bishop is, like the presence of 
theologians of irreproachable orthodoxy among the 
oeriti [theological experts], a warning against making 
sweeping generalizations.) Bishop Graber is one of the 
outstanding theologians in the German episcopate and his 
stature is such that the German government wished to 
honour him with its Order of Merit in 1974. He declined 
to receive any honour from a government which had 
approved such anti-Christian abortion laws. His book 
provides one of the very rare instances to which the 
overworked adjective 'sensational' could be applied with 
perfect accuracy." 

Readers of Graber's rather humdrum little booklet will 
find that, apart form one or two occasional shafts of light 
shed on the conspiratorial action against the Church - which, 
however, could have been found in a number of other places 
better set out and better substantiated - it is no more 
worthy of Davies's eulogy than is its author, and of no more 
value than one would exoect of a book intended to expose the 
conspiracy against the Church which has been written by 
someone who is - consciously or unconsciously - carrying out 
the very work which the conspirators have imposed on him in 
order to destroy the Churchl 

Again, on page 67 of the same work, a footnote informs 
us that "Philip Hughes' three-volume work, The Reformation in 
England and Francis Clark's Eucharistic Sacrifice and the 
Reformation are examples of scholarship of the highest 
possible level." Note: not iust scholarship of a very high 
level, but scholarship of the highest possible level . The 
technigue is always the same. Davies selects in support of 
his views writers with no official status and whose reliabil- 
ity is, generally speaking, open to debate, and compels his 
readers to assent to their judgements by his blusteringly 
exaggerated account of their credentials. 

Newmanolatry 

Other writers whom Davies "canonizes" include, not 
surprisingly, his greatest hero, Cardinal Newman. Despite 
the widespread belief that Newman was orthodox and a great 
Catholic thinker of the 19th century, nothing could be 
further from the truth. It may come as a surprise to some 
of our readers - but certainly will not do so to by any means 
I „,i " , be told that the rea lity is that Newman was 
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of Newman, his doctrines and his oernicious influence in 
greater depth, we recommend a paper of 50 Dages entitled 
Another Look at John Henry Cardinal Newman which contains a 
oenetrating assessment of Newman's grosser crimes against the 
Catholic Faith in the light of orthodox Catholic theology. 
It is obtainable from us at £4.00. 

On oage 596 of Pope Paul's New Mass , Davies writes: 
"Cardinal Newman stresses that TT a man is sincerely 
convinced that 'what his superior commands is displeasing to 
God, he is not bound to obey.'" It seems to have eluded him 
that, whether or not the opinion which he expresses is 
correct, the fact that Cardinal Newman once stressed it is 
wholly beside the point. If Davies thinks that the opinion 
which he is defending needs some support, his duty is to 
supply genuine authority - an extract from St. Thomas would 
surely have been approoriate. But the awful fact is that, in 
Davies's perverse mind, Cardinal Newman actually carries 
greater weight than St. Thomas!* 13 Once again, this forces 
Davies to blind himself to Newman's obvious defects - in the 
very extract from which he quotes from Newman, the subversive 
prelate writes: "Certainly. .. I shall drink - to the pope, if 
you please, still, to Conscience first, and to the pope 
afterwards." A less Catholic sentiment could hardly be 
imagined. Indeed it amounts to revering one's own instinct- 
ive "sense of direction" as of greater value than map, 
compass or guide; it amounts to honouring the lifeboat before 
the captainl A Catholic stares in disbelief at such a 
sentiment uttered as if it were orthodox, debating whether 
its author could seriously have been ignorant of the fact 
that the pope, in settling a moral dilemma, is a Divinely 
appointed judge, exercising Divine authority, with Divine 
guidance, whereas the conscience of an individual is no more 
than a reasoned judgement of a fallible, non-authoritative, 
unassisted human mind as to the moral implications of a 

to rely on that of an accumulation of various probabil- 
ities ; but we both hold (that is, I hold with him), that 
from probabilities we may construct legitimate Droof, 
sufficient for certitude." 

St. Pius X condemned this doctrine in the following, 
summarized, but unmistakably identical form:- 

"The assent of faith is ultimately based on an 
accumulation of probabilities." ( "Assensus fidei ultimo 
innititur in congerie probabilitatum. " ) 

Newman confirms his adhesion to this doctrine by 
restating it in slightly different form but still with 
definite verbal echoes, in the Apologia Pro Vita Sua , p. 199 
of Longman's 1877 edition, and on page 8 of his Two Essays on 
Biblical and Ecclesiastical Miracles , 1890. 

13* Doubtless Davies would deny this if taxed with it; 
and doubtless he will deny it when he reads these words. But 
no one acquainted with much of his writing will doubt that it 
is true in practice. To give just one classic examole of his 
completely topsy-turvy attitude to the relative weight 
carried by various writers, on page 18 of his Divine 
Constitution , he writes: "Fr. R.L. Bruckberger O.P. has 
warned us that the Church may one day be reduced to a handful 
of inflexible Catholics." Thus, in order to reinforce a 
truth emphatically taught by men such as St. Athanasius, we 
are referred not to any of the countless genuine authorities 
available, but to a still living French Dominican journalistl 
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theo logical^ m llllte t r e a r t m e g ^ S his oe stabilitate . . . , page 187 
"ae : to thU that "conscience" was a faculty tavoured by 
s'oecial Divine enlightenment of a kind denied to an external 
authority such as the oooe. Whatever the nature of his 
misapprehension, it is quite evident that Davies enthusiast- 
ically holds the same error - and we shall examine in chaoter 
12 how, by trusting Cardinal Newman* 14 and his infallible 
"conscience" by oreference to the popes and their teachings, 
Davies has been led by the nose into a particularly egregious 
heresy. 

More Newmanolatry occurs on page 370 of the same book. 
Here Davies writes: "Some Catholic apologists have attempted 
to prove that Liberius neither confirmed the excommunication 
of Athanasius nor subscribed to one of the formulae of 
Sirmium.. But Cardinal Newman has no doubt that the fall of 
Liberius is an historical fact." We shall be analysing the 
alleged fall of Pope Liberius at length in chapter 10 of 
this Dossier, but the point of quoting this extract here is 
to draw attention once again to the fact that, on a matter 
which is fiercely disputed among Catholic authorities, 
Davies evidently regards the word of Cardinal Newman as 
definitive. And what is the value of Newman's opinion? It 
is entirely deoendent upon the degree of his historical 
learning and honesty, just as is the opinion of any other 
historian on this topic; and both his learning and his 
honesty would have to be proved, either by internal evidence 
or by reference to statements made by unquestionably 
competent Catholic judges, before one would even think of 
using him as Davies does. 

However Davies goes even further than this. Indeed he 
seems to go so far as to regard Newman as an authority worth 
heeding considerably before his (Newman's) reception into the 
Catholic Church, for under the title Newman Against the 
Liberals he edited a selection of Newman's sermons delivered 
while Newman was still an Anglican. 

The Question of Credibility 

We have already pointed out that the principal objection 
to Davies's use of these nonentities or suspected subver- 
sives as if they were infallible authorities - rather than 
because they haopen to phrase an already proved truth 
particularly well, which as we have mentioned earlier, is 
perfectly proper - is not the fact that they are often, in 

au^Mv'of ^ n l. 9 /1 at S ! a ^ US at al1 ' and ^deed not infre- 
quently of doubtful orthodoxy, but simply the fact that, even 
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office or a particular diocesan censor may have approved 
their works for publication. 

We have, as we say, already pointed this out; but we 
believe that it is now necessary to come back to this 
characteristic of Davies, because it is not irrelevant to 
inquire whether he is actually sincere - whether he really 
believes he is telling the truth - in the extravagant 
superlatives with which he adorns every mention of his chosen 
"authorities" . 

Certainly there are places where it is particularly 
difficult to believe that he is. On page 628 of Pope Paul's 
New Mass , for instance, he instructs his readers that "the 
four-volume series Moral and Pastoral Theology by H. Davis 
S.J. is one of the best standard manuals on this subject 
[i.e. sacramental theology]." And, quite simply, this is 
blatantly false. Davis's Moral and Pastoral Theology is, of 
all the works on moral theology published prior to the Second 
Vatican Council by purportedly Catrolic writers which were 
not censured by the Church, probably the worst . So object- 
ionable is it that even a notoriously Liberal seminary such 
as the Beda College in Rome (the English college for late 
vocations) forbade it to be read by seminarians. There are 
literally hundreds of manuals of moral theology of higher 
status, the vast majority being in Latin, and it seems quite 
evident that the real reason that Davies chose to cite this 
one, rather than, for example, that of St. Alphonsus, which 
obviously carries the greatest weight, is that it is one of 
comparatively few comprehensive works of moral theology 
written in English and of these, though easily the worst, *'* 
it does happen to be the most readily obtainable. The 
assertion that it is "one of the best standard manuals" is 
accounted for simply by the fact that Davies cannot bring 
himself to state honestly that he is merely quoting from a 
manual or a theologian, but has to insist that the manual or 
theologian in question is the best one available whether or 
not this has any foundation in reality. 



Karl Rahner S.J. - an Authority? 

The examples so far given are bad enough, but we would 
not want it thought that Davies is not capable of quoting 
much more unlikely "authorities" than even these. One 
particularly striking example - and if nothing we have 
written so far has seemed beyond belief, surely this will - 
is "Fr. H Karl Rahner S.J. For those not already aware of 
it, it should be pointed out that probably the four writers 
who carry the greatest responsibility for having prepared the 
ground for, and brought about the realization of, the 
collapse of the institutional Catholic Church in the last 
three decades - and who are notorious among "traditionalists" 
for having done so - have been M. Jacques Maritain,* 16 "Fr." 
Hans Kueng, "Fr." Teilhard de Chardin S.J., and "Fr." Karl 
Rahner S.J. Rahner studied under Heidegger, a lapsed 
Catholic, who was one of the early proponents of the 

15 * Examples of much better manuals on moral theology 
in English, both quite modern, are Jone ' s Moral Theology and 
McHugh and Callan's Moral Theology . 

16 * On logic and philosophy Maritain sometimes wrote 
soundly, but none of the four is ever trustworthy on theology. 
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authentic Catholic doctr 

c?ear?y a member of the Conciliar Church. 

"Such is the system of ideas, or view of life... 
which the German theologian Fr. Karl Rahner and his 
followers have been trying to push and haul into place 
so that it can be made the philosophical foundation for 
the teaching and preaching of the Catholic faith and the 
training of Catholic priests. It is to replace not only 
the philosoohy of St. Thomas but all the natural 
categories 'of philosophic thought... Fr. Rahner s 
particular brand of existentialism is called 'transcend- 
ental Thomism'. What they are doing is shifting the 
faith from a philosophical foundation of concrete onto a 
bed of sand and silt. 

"Fr. Rahner... was one of the principal theologians 
whose ideas were censured by Pius XII in Humani 
Generis . . . He has been doing for existentialism what 
Pere Teilhard has done for evolutionary progress 
religion. It would be difficult to say which of these 
two men is responsible for the most damage. It is the 
introduction of existentialist terminology and cat- 
egories of thought which has enabled the theological 
revolutionaries to make it seem as if all Catholic 
doctrine were dissolving in a mist of doubt, and to 
persuade people that their innovations are 'developments 

17 * Our quotation from Philip Trower furnishes a 
convenient opportunity to illustrate and underline the 
difference between legitimate and illegitimate use of 
"authorities" who are not specifically approved by the 
Church. The reason that our use of Trower is permissible is 
twofold: (a) we are not in fact using him as an authority at 
all, i.e. we do not cite him to corroborate the truth of 
what we have said about Rahner and co., but simply to voice 
facts which can be confirmed from countless sources and are 
not indeed seriously disputed even by the liberals; and (b) 
in our summary of Trower's credentials we draw attention to 
bad points as well as good points and make it clear that the 
assessment of him is a personal one and not therefore binding 
on our readers - a far cry from the fraudulent technique of 
selecting a dubious "authority" to confirm the accuracy of a 
dubious assertion and guaranteeing the status of the 
authority", not by any objective gauge, but simply by one's 
own rhetoric. It is the difference, in other words, between 
«nhw- fl0 : and -«>» whom l believe to be well-informed in this 
Snn^n 8 , th f P x° l , nt Wel1 '" which ia Permissible, and 
so-anV/n ( .rfi yl |1 9> 'J 18 P ° lnt U pr0Ved bv th e fact that 
n Lil i t( and < 80 - and -9°'s^idential8 must be 
you that th^T ? Ue lVw n b6CaUSe l am Personally assuring 
Ind illn I '/ WhiCh U quite obviously illegitimate, 

and indeed, when clearly stated, absurd. 
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of doctrine' instead of the heresies they actually 
are. . . 

"Fr. Rahner...is more than the champion of a 
doubtful system of philosophy. Using existentialism as 
his base, he has played an active role in the structure 
of Catholic belief, functioning as the revolution's 
heavy artillery. He moves slowly forward, keeping well 
behind the lines, and fires over the heads of the 
advancing troops (Fathers Kueng, Schillebeeckx , Haering, 
Schoonenberg et al.) so as to weaken in advance the 
dogmatic positions they are about to assault. He rarely 
himself attacks a doctrine directly. His method is to 
sow doubts in the mind about it by putting a question... 
Having put the question he moves cumbrously round it, 
peers at it as if it presented insoluble difficulties, 
then stands back, sucks his forefinger and wonders. At 
last, when he has given the impression that the answer 
must be 'yes' and that the Church will have to accept 
whichever of these heterodox opinions he is pushing, he 
retreats behind a smoke screen of qualifications and 
affirmations of orthodoxy, leaving the questions still 
hanging in the air, and the doubts fixed like barbs in 
his readers' minds." 

This is the man that Davies considers suitable to quote 
as a Catholic theologian without giving his readers the 
smallest warning or indication that he is anything other than 
a theologian of the first rank in orthodoxy and erudition. 

We imagine that most readers will have appreciated even 
from that short extract that Trower is a penetrating scholar 
and that despite the fact that he cannot, as a member of the 
Conciliar Church, be relied on, he is nonetheless a capable 
expositor of his subject. To appreciate fully the brilliance 
of his analysis, however, the reader would have to read for 
himself some of Rahner's works - a course from which we would 
urgently dissuade him, since, if the Index were still kept up 
to date, Rahner's name would certainly figure prominently on 
it. Let us look at some examples of Davies's attitude to 
Rahner . 

In Pope Paul's New Mass , page 597, he writes: "The 
subtitle appears on page 394 of Karl Rahner's book Studies in 
Modern Theology which was published in English in 1965. Fr. 
Rahner makes an important distinction between what is legally 
valid and what is morally licit." Again, on page 599 of the 
same work Davies says: "Fr. Rahner also uses a similar 
example to illustrate a morally illicit papal act," and at 
the bottom of the next page he goes so far as to put him on a 
par with the great Jesuit Suarez, the Church's "Doctor 
Eximius".* 18 

Rahner is also favoured with three references in the 
index to Apologia Pro Marcel Lefebvre volume 1, and four in 
the index to Pope John's Council . And on page 47 of the 
latter work, Davies gives his only indication that Rahner may 

18 * He does this by referring to "the example of papal 
interference with liturgical custom, chosen by Fathers Rahner 
and Suarez" as though these two Jesuits were of equal weight 
and the fact that an example had been chosen by Fr. Suarez 
was no more significant than that "Fr." Rahner selected the 
same example. 
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reiterates a point of consistently taught Catholic moral 
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Notice that even when Davies is criticising Rahner he 
does everything in his power to palliate his crimes and 
insists on representing Rahner's grossly un-Catholic position 
that a Catholic - or, indeed, anyone else - may be entitled 
to use artificial contraception as an astonishing lapse in an 
otherwise admirable theologian, rather than a typical piece 
of subversion and immorality from one of the Church's more 
prominent enemies, which, as the quotation from Trower points 
out and illustrates, is the truth of the matter. Although it 
is at first bewildering to see a "traditionalist" writer 
doing his best to glorify and whitewash a notorious liberal 
subversive, an obvious explanation of this anomaly occurs to 
us. Davies, it seems, was at one stage, if not an out-and- 
out progressive, at least a middle-of-the-roader with 
distinct leanings in favour of some of the new liturgical and 
theological initiatives of the 1960s. *^ Presumably it was 
during this period that Davies read Rahner, and, being not 
yet alerted to the subversive activities of Rahner and his 
school, admitted him into his gallery of heroes. When it 
became apparent to everyone else that Rahner had simply been 
yet another forerunner of the Revolution, Davies was 
evidently either too stubborn or too proud to admit his 
error and change his position. 



More Unlikely Theological Sources 

Even less explicable, if possible, than anything to 
which we have drawn attention so far is Davies's consistent 
use of the heretical New Catholic Encyclopaedia (1967) as a 
source throughout his abominable pamphlet entitled The True 
voice of Tradition. As many of our readers will already be 
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similar revisions, the new version was stuffed with heresy 
and subversion and, as a generality, has been orudently 
avoided by "traditionalist" writers, who are usually 
.sufficiently alert to realise that any book on theological 
subiects with the word "new" in the title, published in the 
1960s, will inevitably repay its readers by subtly - or not 
so subtly - attacking and undermining their faith at every 
opportunity. Nor indeed does Davies seem to have been 
unaware of this commonDlace, for in his book Pope Paul's New 
Mass it is the 1913 Catholic Encyclopaedia which he cites; 
and even in the b i bl iog raphy to his The True Voice of 
Tradition , in addition to listing the New Catholic Encyclo- 
paed ia on which he draws throughout that pamphlet, he goes 
out of his way to mention also the 1913 Catholic Encyclo- 
paedia , despite the fact that nowhere in the pamphlet does he 
quote from it and that it does not appear to have contributed 
in any way to assisting his efforts. 

To understand why this should be, one needs to know that 
the pamphlet in question concerns the historical episode of 
Pope Liberius and St. Athanasius. In an endeavour to 
establish a parallel between that episode and the present 
condition of the Church, Davies alleges that Pope Liberius 
subscribed to false doctrine and excommunicated St. 
Athanasius, who, notwithstanding, stood firm and was 
eventually canonized while Liberius had to recant and died in 
ignominy. 

And the straightforward truth about this story which 
Davies has widely popularised among traditionalists is that 
it is historically unfounded. The truth is that Liberius, 
like Athanasius, remained orthodox (and was therefore sent 
into exile by the emperor), never condemned Athanasius, never 
recanted anything, died gloriously, and was himself official- 
ly recognized as a saint. The rumours impugning his 
orthodoxy originated among the Arians and Semi-Arians, who, 
assisted by the schismatic Luciferians, so far succeeded in 
poisoning the wells of history that even some orthodox 
Catholic historians, well-intentioned towards the papacy, 
were deceived in the period just after the Reformation when 
scholarly historiography of the early Christian era was in 
its infancy. But it was not long before the truth was 
brought to light and Liberius was vindicated. And after that 
the ancient calumnies were no longer peddled by any reputable 
Catholic historians, and became almost exclusively the 
preserve of the Church's enemies, whether Protestants or 
lukewarm Catholics disaffected towards the Holy See, both of 
whom, of course, had and have a vested interest in maintain- 
ing the hoax. 

All these facts are copiously demonstrated in chapter 10 
of this Dossier and no attempt is made to duplicate at this 
point the evidence that will be found there. Suffice it for 
now to say that the article in the 1913 Catholic Encyclo- 
paedia by Dom John Chapman comes down in favour of Liberius's 
orthodoxy and, although perhaps giving more credence than is 
necessary to some of the lesser crimes imputed to Liberius, 
on balance undoubtedly opposes the version of history which 
Davies in his pamphlet sets down as if it were the only one 
admitted. By contrast, it will come as no surprise to anyone 
to learn that the updated, post-Vatican II New Catholic 
Encyclopaedia dug up and" recycled all the old anti-Liberian 
calumnies . 
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r %\nlVStte with the enemies of the Church (pre-Vatican 
t? Protestant and post-Vatican II liberals) on this subiect 
a s hTvstl's of solid, orthodox Catholic scholarship 
cannot have been founded upon either a balanced weighing of 
the credibility of the rival schools or upon an independent 
assessment of the evidence. It can only have been due to his 
Saving already decided, before he assessed the evidence, 
what side he needed to take in order to present a convincing 
historical parallel in favour of "Archbishop" Lefebvre's 
position and against the position of those who claim that the 
Holy See is vacant. And finding that in order to maintain 
this version of history he would have to align himself with 
the Church's enemies, misrepresent her defenders and rely 
upon utterly untrustworthy source material by preference to 
readily available reliable sources, he cheerfully did 
precisely that. 

The Cult of Anonymity 

This accumulation of fraudulent pseudo-authorities, 
however, is nothing compared with a practice of Davies's 
which is so unscholarly and shows such contempt for his 
readers that it is amazing that he has dared to try it on to 
the extent that he has. This is the practice of quoting, as 
authorities in support of whatever position he is maintain- 
ing, "theologians" whom he refuses to name , but who are, he 
insists, of such high repute that what they say must be 
accepted. Those who follow Davies's articles or have read 
his books will have come across countless instances of this 
dishonest technique, but in order to make this Dossier self- 
contained, a few examples will now be quoted: 

(i) "One of Britain's most respected theologians 
provided me with the following comment on this explan- 
ation..." (Reference lost) 

(ii) "I have consulted an outstanding tradition- 
alist theologian on this point, a professor of theology 
and author of twelve books, who says only the Tridentine 
Mass." ( The Anqelus , December 1984) 

(iii) "...The typescript was vetted by a number of 
well-qualified priests who assured me that it is free 
from any doctrinal or moral error." (Pope John's 
Council , p. xv) — c 

(iv) "I am much indebted to the theologian who has 
examined the text with great care and assured me that it 
contains no error." ( Pope Paul's New Mass . p.xxvi) 

(v) "Competent theologians have presented me with 

iith°n« ,h I, f ° U w d *° convlf ^n9 that they left me 
with no alternative but to conclude that I must accept 
the new Ordination rite..." ( The Roman Catholic . i?8l) 

fnr m lf i lu" The tneolo< 3 ian s who have examined it [the 
form of the new Ordination rite] at my request have 



confirmed a definite [but not invalidating - J.S.D.] 
deficiency..." ( The Roman Catholic , 1981) 

(vii) "The old Code of Canon Law does not state 
this specifically, but an eminent theologian has assured 
me that this was the case in practice." ( The Divine 
Constitution and Indef ect ibll ity of the Church , p. 24, 
supplement to Approaches , No. 93) 

(viii) "In compiling what follows in this article, I 
consulted the three theologians who helped with The 
Order of Melchisedech [named in the introduction to the 
book as van der Ploeg, Lawson and Flanagan - one of whom 
said the Novus Ordo till his death and the other two of 
whom have been happy to attend it and approve its being 
said and attended by others - J.S.D.], a canonist 
[almost certainly "Pr." Thomas Glover, the then 
professor of Canon Law at Econe who was "ordained" in 
the new rite - J.S.D.], a fourth theologian who is a 
scholar of world repute on the subject of sacramental 
theology [any guesses?], and a number of other 
priests... I also obtained the advice of a leading 
authority on Christian Latin [Davies told the present 
writer during a telephone conversation in 1983 that the 
scholar in question is Dr. Christine Mohrmann who had 
been a professor at the universities of Nijmegen and 
Amsterdam]." ( The Roman Catholic , 1981) 

(ix) "I have consulted well qualified priests as 
to the orthodoxy of your 'different paths to the top of 
the mountain' analogy." ( The Remnant , 15th November 
1987) 

The reason that writers on complex and controversial 
subjects generally cite authorities is to ensure that 
sceptical readers do not have to rely on the author's word, 
but instead can see that his view is reinforced by the 
opinion of others competent in the relevant field. Natural- 
ly, this purpose of using authorities is frustrated by the 
refusal to name the authorities and give their credentials. 
In effect, those who doubt that Michael Davies can be relied 
upon to give a correct statement of Catholic doctrine on, 
say, sacramental theology, are being told that their doubts 
ought to be dispelled by the fact that theologians agree with 
him - theologians of high repute. But the man who hand- 
picks the theologians, and guarantees that they are of high 
repute and do agree with him, is Michael Davies himself. So 
there is a vicious circle by which the word of Michael 
Davies is reinforced by the word of Michael Davies. This 
should not be taken to imply that Davies actually invents the 
"theologians" who support his more controversial positions, 
but what he certainly does is to judge by his own standards 
which theologians are "reputable" and which are not. And, of 
course, a theologian who disagreed with whatever position he 
was maintaining would automatically become disreputable. Nor 
is this mere conjecture, since, as is shown in the section of 
his article dealing with the questions of the alleged lapse 
into heresy of Pope St. Liberius and his alleged excommun- 
ication of St. Athanasius, Davies has been prepared to 
disregard some of the weightiest Catholic authorities that 
there are rather than admit any degree of doubt in one of the 



opinions which he has esooused, despite the fact that it is 
demonstrably* 20 false. 

It is worth mentioning in passing that, whenever the 
identity of Oavies's anonymous sources comes to light, they 
qenerally turn out to be very unimpressive individuals. i n 
his Random Thoughts column in The Angelus for March 1984, 
Davies revealed that "Monsignor Flanagan was one of a number 
of theologians who have helped me with my books." The late 
"Mgr." Philio Flanagan (who died on 22nd November 1983) needs 
no further character reference from us than that he had no 
obiections to the Novus Ordo, which he was happy to use, that 
he was a functioning Darish priest of the Conciliar Church, 
that he wrote a catechism based on texts from Vatican II, and 
that he did not consider himself to be a traditionalist. 

When asked directly, on the telephone, to name one of 
the theologians who advised him, Davies told the present 
writer that one of the main ones was "Fr." William Lawson 
S.J. A few days later N.M.G. had occasion to telephone "Fr." 
Lawson about something else and asked him if he was one of 
the theologians cited anonymously by Davies. "Fr." Lawson 
replied that Davies did occasionally consult him, but never 
asked permission to quote him as a theologian, and that he 
would not have given it as he did not consider himself a 
theologian at all! Hence Davies's anonymous but highly 
trustworthy theological sources consist of heretics, 
ignoramuses, self-avoWed non-theologians, and, to cap it all, 
do not even know that he is quoting them! 

Catholic Theologians - An Extinct Breed? 

What is quite certain is that there are no living, 
traditionalist theologians who are remotely comparable in 
erudition with the great theologians of the past! It goes 
without saying that no one living can compare with the early 
Fathers, the great popes and Doctors, St. Thomas Aquinas, St. 
Alphonsus Liguori, etc., of course? but even the nineteenth 
century and the early part of our own have been able to boast 
truly great theologians of a kind now wholly extinct - 
Cardinal Perrone, Cardinal Franzelin, Cardinal Lepicier, 
Cardinal Billot, Fr. Ballerini, Fr. de la Taille, Fr. 
Scheeben, and countless others. Today, however, as just 
mentioned, there is no one - no one - whose theological 
learning is remotely comparable with that of any of these 
?K e f t n fl - 9Ur . eS of the recent o a3 t; and it follows from this 
that Davies s choice of living authorities to support his 
?^\ tl0r lK !) es Pf ciall Y controverted points unmistakably 
implies that he is unable to find authority for what he is 
maintaining among the great writers of the oast who would 
truly be worthy of his readers' esteem. 

i« i* BU Jh^° e n Ver i th6 w e theolo< 3 ian3 " 30 called - may be, why. 
is it that Davies breaks nearly two thousand years "of 
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tradition in the handling of controversial issues and will 
not tell us their identity? 

Of course, at least part of the reason may simply be 
that he has a predilection for citing anonymous sources; and, 
quite seriously, there U some evidence of that, for he not 
infrequently refuses to give names without any apparent 
reason, even though this on occasion has the effect of 
destroying the value, as evidence, of whatever information he 
is recording since it is impossible to confirm it. This 
feature of his writing is so extraordinary and so contrary to 
the rules of all scholarship, both theological and secular, 
and to plain common sense* 2 ' that it is perhaps as well for 
us to give an example or two of it. On page 643 of Pope 
Paul's New Mass , for instance, he writes: 

"I had a letter from another priest who says that 
in his diocese the 'Abbey X has been concelebrating (225 
priests a day) with invalid matter (milk and honey 
substituted for the water) for about four years." 

Now why are we not privileged to be told the identity of 
the Abbey in question? Is it that Davies does not wish to 
embarrass the diocesan bishop or the abbot? It can scarcely 
be that he thinks that his account is of the same value as it 
would have been if he had included the Abbey's name. 

Again, on page 631 of the same work he writes: 

"In April 1980, I mentioned to the Cardinal Prefect 
of a Roman Congregation that, as in some dioceses of the 
United States of America invalid matter is being used 
for the Sacrament of the Eucharist, many American 
Catholics are worshipping not God the Son but bread. 
•Not bread,' he corrected me, 'cake. What they are 
using is cake. ' " 

If one were to quote that passage to a member of the 
Conciliar Church as evidence against his religious position, 
one would obviously meet the retort, "How do I know it's 
true?" Such a question would be perfectly reasonable and 
would leave one without an available reply. For as things 
stand, the only basis upon which we can possibly know that 
Davies's allegation is true is the fact that he has made 
it,* 22 whereas if he had condescended to tell us the name of 

21 * A reviewer writing in the American Quarterly 
Review , Vol. IV (1879) page 381, in criticism of a controver- 
sial pamphlet by the canonist Dr. S.B. Smith in which Smith 
employed similar tactics to Davies's, wrote as follows: 

"By the way, the reverend author should not have 
been allowed to allege anonymous authority so freely in 
his pamphlet. We are treated to long extracts from 
great theologians, distinguished canonists, learned 
friends, all anonymous, not one of them having either 
name or habitat. Such testimony is worthless and must 
be ruled out of court ." (Our emphasis added.) 

22 * The validity of this objection is quite independent 
of any question marks which hang over Davies's integrity. 
Admittedly anyone who had read this far without admitting the 
reality of such question marks would be showing a consider- 
able disregard for evidence, but, even leaving that consider- 
ation aside, it remains true that there can be no just- 
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the cardinal in question and the name of his Congregation, we 
should be able to point out (a) that no writer in his senses 
would have invented the episode lest the cardinal in question 
deny the facts, and (b) that, if the account were not true, 
the cardinal would indeed almost certainly have denied it to 
protect his reputation with the liberal mafia. For the 
benefit of any readers who are interested, we are able to 
reveal that the "cardinal" was in fact "Cardinal" Seper, the 
Prefect of the Conciliar Church's Congregation for the 
Doctrine of the Faith.* 23 

Yet another example of the same idiosyncrasy - to use 
the most delicate term we can think of - is found in Davies 's 
pamphlet An Open Lesson to a Bishop , written in response to 
an article by an English bishop which deceitfully misrep- 
resented the "traditionalist" position and was also dishonest 
concerning the history of the Roman liturgy. Davies wrote: 

"One English-speaking bishop recently wrote an 
article in a Catholic journal with the clear object of 
exposing what he believed to be the ignorance of those 
fighting to preserve the Tridentine Mass... In order to 
preclude any suggestion that this pamphlet is intended 

ification for the citation of spurious authorities, or 
anonymous authorities, in what purport to be serious writings 
of theological controversy, any more than that there could be 
for the complete omission of authorities. This is amply 
confirmed by the fact that popes and saints - whose 
testimony is evidently much more worthy of credence than 
anyone else's - are punctilious in relying heavily upon 
trustworthy Catholic authorities in all that they write, and 
no less so in furnishing detailed references for them. The 
same practice is universally observed by Catholic theologians 
and even by non-Catholic academics writing on secular topics; 
it is, in short, a custom which, for altogether obvious and 
excellent reasons, is universal. 

* No, we are not mind-readers. Davies was quite 
happy to give this information in conversation with J.S.D. 
and others back in 1980, and he confirmed it in The Remnant , 
31st July 1983, after Seper's death. His first detailed 
account of what took place at his meeting with Seper appeared 
X " Ap ° lo , qia Pro Marc el Lefebvre volume three, which was 
published in 1988 when the information it contained was of no 
more than historical value. His change of policy after 
e n p " m 9 f deat \ ^ests that the reason for preserving this 
uo^rThL lm i hU w life time was a desire not to offend or 
conar^H™ ^ 6r Wh ° Dresided over the Dicastery (Roman 
doctrina r?hV e9P °I 9lble Cor the Conciliar Church's 
by members o ^'"v^" 3 connivi «g at every heresy uttered 
Promot d e ll 6 "Vatican II" 3 ect which failed to elicit 
admU the ooi B Vhn! r ° m w the Vatican - Certainly one cannot 
sations with oL?i Y tha * Se P er had conducted his conver- 
ge Davies ? ln confidence, for if that had been the 
dtscuss them e d , evldentlv ™t have been at liberty to 
DavU a'™' n ° P^vate. Nor may we postulate that 
information, to in \ h " 0t , , t0 . °" end a fruitful source of 
Seper suppliea^'avies with much^V* ** evldent that, if 
must have keot iV V. wi P^ lnside information, Davies 

into hi. b^k. or .rtic'l'V 'In' """ filtered thro ^ h 
Seper's information w«,ni ' W *! ile ' 8econd ly* the value of 
being r.vealabl* f u Precisely depend on its source 

oeing revealable, for otherwise it would be mere rumour. 



to be a personal attack upon a particular bishop, the 
author of the article will not be named." 

That may sound all very well. Unfortunately, however, 
in the first place, it takes away a large part of the value 
of the pamphlet, since, once again, it cannot be used as 
evidence. And in the second place, Davies's reason for 
extending anonymity to the guilty bishop is completely 
invalid. He could easily have given the bishop's name at the 
beginning and pointed out at once that he did not intend the 
pamphlet as a personal attack, but merely to draw a general 
lesson. But anyhow, why is he so averse to giving the 
impression of a "personal attack"? Does he not believe that 
heretics and liars who are seeking to destroy the Faith by 
deceiving those committed to their care are suitable objects 
for "personal attack"? Is he not aware that those who have 
taken it upon themselves to defend the Faith in time of 
crisis have invariably regarded it as necessary to launch 
"personal attacks" on the Church's enemies? Did not Our Lord 
and St. John the Baptist launch the most scathing, hurtful 
and completely public personal attacks on many even of their 
co-religionists (the Scribes and Pharisees) whom they deemed 
to be enemies of the Faith? Did not St. Alphonsus Liguori, 
Doctor of the Church, in his attack on King Henry VIII go 
much further than criticizing Henry's publicly infamous 
actions against religion and dwell also on his filthy 
personal life, and even indicate - despite the absence (for 
obvious reasons) of conclusive evidence - his conviction 
that the revolting king's second "wife", Anne Boleyn, was 
also his illegitimate daughter? ( History of Heresies , p. 330) 
The fact is that here, as in so many other areas, Davies has 
taken it upon himself to rewrite the Catholic principles on 
how the sort of issue he is purporting to deal with should be 
dealt with - a typical symptom exhibited by those infected 
with liberalism. 



Communist Techniques? 

Although Davies considers himself entitled to invoke the 
authority of his hand-picked gurus to settle any point, this, 
interestingly, does not prevent him from being prompt to 
denounce the same tactics on the part of others. Consider 
the following excerpt taken from Davies's Open Letter to the 
Editor of the 'Universe' printed in Christian Order for May 
1782! 

"Madam (...) 

"You conclude your circular letter with a paragraph 
which is breathtaking in its impertinence and contempt 
for your readers. Because you happen to prefer the new 
rite of Mass, you take it as a self-evident truth that 
it is vastly superior to the old one. You therefore 
conclude that those who do not share your enthusiasm 
fail to do so only because 'the new rite was not 
sympathetically introduced and the various changes 
explained as well as they could have been. As part of 
the Universe 's attempt to help with this problem, we are 
running a series on the Liturgy by Fr. Edward Matthews, 
senior lecturer at Allen Hall, the Westminster Diocesan 
Seminary - I hope you will find this series useful.' It 
is as if an imprisoned Pole had written to General 
Jaruzelski complaining of the deprivation, misery, and 
great damage done to the future of Poland by the 



military takeover, and received in tarn a letter from 
the General stating that he was sorry his military 
regime had not been sympathetically introduced, and the 
various changes not explained as well as they could have 
been, and that he had asked one of his commissars to 
write a series of articles in the Party paper which he 
hoped the imprisoned Pole would find helpful." 

Davies's point, made with admirable crispness and 
vividness, is surely a valid one. But how can it be, we 
invite our readers to ask themselves, that the objections 
which he raises to the use of "Fr." Edward Matthews as an 
authority do not apply equally to his own "authorities"? The 
editor of the Universe was acting as if her readers were 
under the same obligation to recognize that senior seminary 
lecturer as an infallible source of truth. For this Davies 
rightly rebukes her, observing that her attitude was like 
that of a Communist leader invoking the infallible authority 
of one of his commissars. Even judged against this back- 
ground alone, and setting aside just for the moment the 
background of Catholic tradition and of common sense, is 
there the remotest possibility that it could be out of order, 
or in any way unfair, to make the same reproach to Davies 
himself over his use of his own favourite authors - private 
individuals like himself - as if their having made an 
assertion put the facts beyond dispute? - let alone private 
sources which are unnamed, so that the reader has no 
independent means of verifying this credibility? It is 
insufficient to argue that Fr. Edward Matthews is an ignorant 
liar (which, having ourselves met him and clashed with him 
in public debate, we are in a position to admit to be true) 
and that Davies's "authorities" often tell the truth (which 
they do). The point is that they still have no more 
authority than Davies himself, or "Fr." Matthews, or the 
present writer, and cannot therefore be treated as if they 
were popes or authorities entitled to any recognition as such 



Tn.o IV' I- Xt follo u ws from this that introducing them 
into his writings as though they strengthen what he is 

or^tb') exoosin^M elthe f' - (a) U3ing proper authorities,^! 
or, (b) exposing his own logic nakedly and uncamouf laged and 
inviting, begging - if he wishes to avoid the catastrophe of 
publishing error which is never corrected - it ?o be Publicly 
examined and criticized, amounts to nothing shor? of fraud? * 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE SHOCKINGLY SLIPSHOD SCHOLARSHIP OF MICHAEL DAVIES 

"Seek not the things that are too high for thee, and search 
not into things above thy ability." ( Ecclesiast icus 3:22) 

The Good Points 

Not excluding even those who disagree with Oavies on 
many points, almost everyone regards his scholarship as 
beyond criticism. We think few would disagree that his 
reputation could fairly be summed ud as follows: 

(i) He is an extremely learned man. 

(ii) He has indef at igably devoted his estimable 
intellectual powers to accumulating and digesting a vast 
quantity of material concerning traditional Catholic 
theology and the recent revolution in the Church. 

(iii) The fruits of his efforts and dedication have 
been the production by him of a series of books, 
booklets, newspaper articles and published letters, 
providing in total: (a) a historical record of the 
revolution at every stage which, at least in terms of 
accuracy and clarity, could scarcely be improved upon 
and which, comparing, with painstaking care, the new, 
post-concil iar teachings and practices with traditional 
theology, demonstrates the revolution to have been 
unnecessary and un-Catholic; and (b) a chronicle of the 
progress of the forces of counter-revolution as led by 
"Archbishop" Lefebvre. 

There may be those who think that there are other 
important favourable features which should be included in 
this summary of Davies's reputation, but few, we think, would 
deny that it includes at least those features which we have 
just mentioned. And while it would be churlish not to give 
wholehearted acknowledgement to these qualities in Davies if 
they really existed, even stronger is the obligation, if 
Davies's scholarship is in fact fictitious, to demonstrate 
this as forcefully as his errors and crimes against truth 
must be exposed. This is because, while the duty to give 
credit where credit can be given is a general duty to 
fairness and truth, the duty to attack and bring to light an 
utterly false reputation for sound learning and good 
scholarship is in addition a duty of charity towards our 
neighbour - in fact very many "neighbours" indeed - who have 
been, and otherwise might continue to be, grossly misled, 
with disastrous results that, in some instances, could endure 
for as long as eternity continues. 

And the truth is that, to put it bluntly, Davies is a 
very mediocre scholar indeed. 

This is not to deny that he has done a great deal of 
hard work. Nor is it to deny that this hard work has 
resulted in his having accumulated material which has enabled 
him to produce what is, up to the present time, much the most 
complete summary in the English language of the progress of 
the apostasy of the Conciliar Church. Nor is it to deny that 
Davies has written copiously and often with an admirable 
lucidity, and that his books will always be useful source 
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mm-prial for those who wish to research the same subjects. 
Kt those points once admitted, there i. little if anything 
else to his credit that we can truthfully concede. 

The Bad Points 

The most obvious and glaring of the shocking deficien- 
cies in Davies's scholarshio can be conveniently summarized 
as follows: 

(i) Much though he has written, his books are by 
no means exhaustive, and this neither through accidental 
omissions nor through lack of space. There is suf- 
ficient evidence in his writings that, when it suits 
him to do so, he sidles round matters which he would 
find it uncomfortable to address. 

(ii) Although he is generally reliable when giving 
historical facts, he is not always so. 

(iii) As is demonstrated at considerable length in 
other oarts of this Dossier , when it comes to theo- 
logical matters he is unreliable to a degree which 
almost defies belief. 

(iv) Only very rarely indeed is his reading and 
use of source material extensive enough to give a 
balanced treatment of the subjects which he addresses; 
and even when he does read sufficiently in a particular 
subject to represent it correctly, his lack of a wider 
and more general knowledge of connected topics often 
lets him down. This is a point which marks the dif- 
ference between first-rate and second-rate scholarship, 
and has the effect of leaving him open to attack by his 
Modernistic adversaries. (Perhaps it would be more 
appropriate to say his more Modernistic adversaries, 
since, as is shown elsewhere in this document, there is 
much of the Modernist in Oavies also.) 

Now let us justify these assertions with some examples. 

The Question of "Intention" 

nftna) ! lrs , t ' ii 3 lack of. sufficient reading should be 
obsprv!^; . l h0Se Wh0 have read Davles carefully will have 
he V.7«r«J repeatedly quotes the same authorities, whom 
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Melchlsedech, that he has used for forming his position on 
ministerial intention: Moral and Pastoral Theology by Henry 
Davis S.J.; Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma by Ludwig Ott; 
Addis and Arnold's Catholic Dictionary ; Th e~Teachin g of the 
Catholic Church edited by Canon G. Smith; A Cat holic 
Dictionary of Theology edited by "Pr." Crehan; and the works 
of St. Thomas Aquinas. 

And in relation to these authorities the following facts 
are pertinent: 

As we have mentioned earlier, Davis's Moral and 
Pastoral Theology , notwithstanding much in it that is 
perfectly sound, is almost certainly the most liberal 
text-book of moral theology published in English before 
Vatican II. Our readers do not have to rely on our 
judgement over this, because it was banned in some 
seminaries at that time.* 25 

Ott's Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma is the 
shortest complete text-book of dogmatic theology 
available in English, and considers no subject in depth, 
never allowing more than a sentence or two for summaries 
of conflicting opinions on disputed points (such as the 
question of ministerial intention). 

Addis and Arnold's Catholic Dictionary has only a 
very brief treatment of the question of ministerial 
intention in relation to the validity of the sacraments. 

Canon Smith's book is a work which would be 
suitable for teaching teenagers in high school but is 
certainly not an authority worthy of being quoted by 
someone attempting a comprehensive treatment of a 
complex part of sacramental theology. 

Crehan's work was published in three volumes 
appearing in 1962, 1967 and 1971 respectively - that is, 
during and after Vatican II - and is again very general 
even where it is sound, which is by no means everywhere. 
Crehan's attack on St. Alphonsus Liguori's doctrine of 
conflicting intention, for instance, in the very article 
on which Davies relies, seems to us to betray not only 
disrespect to the Holy Doctor, but a complete miscon- 
ception of the point at issue. 

And the extract from St. Thomas, although obviously 
of the highest authority and value, touches upon only 
one part of the matter which Davies is discussing. 

By contrast with these authorities - if, other than St. 
Thomas, they can fairly be called that - there is a book in 
English, which although not in print is fairly readily 
available, which devotes sixty-two very learned pages to the 
precise question of ministerial intention in cases where the 
correct matter and form are used, and which considers it from 
every angle, quoting all major opinions on the subject with 
abundant references, while clearly disagreeing with a number 
of points made by Davies. This is Fr. Bernard Leeming's 
Principles of Sacramental Theology . Did Davies neglect it 

25 * For instance, at the Pontifical Beda College in 
Rome on the instruction of its noted moral theologian Dom 
Peter Flood. 
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because he had not heard of it. or avoid it because he d id 
not wish to draw attention to its contents in view of their 
opposition to his position? We do not know and it does not 
matter Either way, its absence from his bibliography u 
alone sufficient to demonstrate that his scholarship i s 
extremely shoddy. In fact what is evident, both here and i n 
many other places in his books, is that he has cobbled hi 3 
opinions together from reading a few articles in encyclo- 
paedias and dictionaries summarizing the state of Catholic 
theological opinion, without systematically reading what the 
theologians themselves say in their full-length treatments. 
That, for instance, he sees fit to cite no moral theologian 
in his articles on sacramental intention other than Henry 
Davis could perhaps fairly be described as thoroughly 
remarkable, were it not for the even more striking fact that 
nowhere , in any of his indexed works, does he quote the 
Church's great Doctor of moral theology, St. Alphonsus 
Liguori . 

We shall not give examples here of the rest of the most 
conspicuous and unacceptable defects in Davies's scholarship, 
for a very great abundance of such examples is to be found in 
other places throughout this Dossier ; but what we shall give 
here are a few of his errors which, while not significant 
enough to be considered under any other heading, certainly 
demand consideration in view of the misplaced trust which 
many of his devotees have in his infallibility - and indeed 
would be even more significant if they had been committed by 
a more normal author who had not dwarfed them with more 
atrocious errors such as those regularly perpetrated by 
Davies.* 26 

The Wrong Council 

In Cranmer's Godly Order on page 63, he says that St. 
Pius X, in his encyclical Pascendi Dominici Gregis , "found it 
necessary to repeat the condemnation of the Council of 
Nicea..." But he does not say which Council of Nicea, and 
inevitably those of his readers who trust what he says at all 
will assume that the condemnation, which he goes on to 
quote, was taken from the first Council of Nicea in 325 A.D. 
" ^. g " at g 5 n / f r J al counciFiaTlch first defined the consub- 
howpVA L° f , G ° d ^ he Son with God the Father. In reality, 
a Ver ' ^ *°™ cil in nation was the second Council of 
least Q f fl Vl" s ^mficant council - in TIcT-probably the 
D th/,l ChUr f Ch !. oecumenical councils - held in 787 
nature * ° f Whlch were almo *t *ll disciplinary in 

The Wrong Word« n f Consecration 

word Vnedlxl?- occurs "l«\h° r V he a93ert9 that the Lati " 
occurs in the Consecration formula" - i.e. 
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in the Consecration of the Mass. We trust that our readers 
do not need to be told that this is not so. 



Active Falsification 

On page 177 of Pope Paul's New Mas s, Davies tells us: 

"It is important to note that as regards our 
participation in the Mass, Vatican II did not actually 
use the word 'active' (Latin - 'activus'), but the word 
'actuosus' - which requires a participation involving a 
full, sincere and interior cooperation with the action 
of Christ our 'leitourgos' in His Mass, which we are 
privileged to make ours. Such a 'participatio actuosa' 
can be expressed fittingly in such external forms as 
word and gesture... All are valid and valuable external 
manifestations of our interior participation." 

Davies is asserting, in short, that the council was 
faced with the choice of recommending that the participation 
of the laity in the Mass be either "activus" - which is 
substantially external, Protestant-type participation - or 
"actuosus" - which is substantially internal, Catholic-type 
participation. Alas for those poor readers who embrace and 
swallow trustingly his every word. The truth that they must 
now face up to is that the distinction which he has told them 
it is "important to note" is an entirely spurious one, the 
genuine distinction of meaning between the two terms being 
quite different. We take as our authority the standard 
Latin dictionary used by classical scholars, that of Lewis 
and Short. In it, "actuosus" is defined as "full of 
activity, very active (with the accessory idea of zeal, 
subjective impulse...)". "Activus", by contrast, is defined 
as "active, practical (opposed to contemplative)". Nor, as 
can be confirmed by referring to Du Cange's exhaustive 
glossary of later Latin, did these words change their meaning 
in later centuries. 

On the one hand, therefore, we have the fact that, of 
the two available Latin words for "active", the council 
appears to have decided to select the one which indicates 
much more definitely the need for vigorous, external, even 
impulsive activity, by preference to the word which is more 
restrained and general in meaning. And on the other hand, we 
have Davies's didactic assurance to his readers that there is 
a difference in meaning between the two words which is 
exactly the opposite of what it really is, and that the word 
which the council chose is more appropriate to denote the 
traditional devotional practice of the faithful at Mass than 
to denote the principally external participation which 
characterizes the de-spiritualized Novus Ordo. 



Ultra Vires 

Even this ignorance of Latin, however, leaves us 
unprepared for page 589 of the same book, in which we find 
that Davies is ignorant of the true meaning of the phrase 
"ultra vires", which is commonly used even in English. We 
quote his words: 

"Simply because an action is legal it does not 
follow that it is right. It is possible for a person in 
authority, even a pope, to act 'ultra vires'." 
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In other words, what he is telling us is that an action 
which is "ultra vires" is legal , but is not right . 

In fact, it is the other way round. It is certainly 
possible for one in authority to posit an action which is 
within his legal powers but not morally correct. If f for 
instance, a pope were to command that statues of a particular 
saint were to be removed from all Catholic churches, the pope 
would undoubtedly sin by giving the order; but he would be 
completely within his powers, and, because it would not be 
intrinsically sinful for the parish priests to comply with 
the instruction, they would be obliged to do so. But in 
giving such a command the pope would not be acting "ultra 
vires". For a pope - or any other person in authority - to 
act "ultra vires" would involve his giving an order or 
performing an action which he had no power to give or do, 
such as if a pope were to abolish the Mass or a parish priest 
were to promulgate a new dogma. In such a case, the action 
would indeed be "ultra vires", but it would certainly not be 
"legal". 

Davies seems to be under the impression that any action 
can be termed "ultra vires" if it is sinful for the person 
giving the command, even if it be within his legal rights; 
but this is certainly not the case. The words "ultra vires" 
mean "beyond one's power " - not "beyond one's right ". An 
action which is "ultra vires" cannot be legal. 

Another Wrong Translation 

Latin gives Mr. Davies more trouble on page 591 of Pope 
Paul's New Mass . There he quotes the following words which 
he attributes to St. Thomas ( Summa Theologiae, II - II, 
Q.33, A. 8, ad 5): a 

"..ipse peccaret praecipiens, et ei obediens, quasi 
contra praeceptum Domini agens..." 

and then translates them as: 

"[•anybody obeying him] would sin just as certainly 
as if he disobeyed a Divine command." 

™ ^ ert -t it l ly fc t5 his error l8 more excusable than the previous 

whV.h m n * e W ° rd "^a 91 " doe9 sometimes have the force 

L?^ ane . S translates it as having in this passage. 

1 L A" K e u USe someone who holds himself out to be 

acquainted within \ U T^ 6 ™ for raakin 9 ", f ° r to anyone 

tolll that * h p n . *H n ° f St * Thomas there could be no 
doubt that the passage should be rendered: 

that hi a „on^ ; be ; ( ing w himl would 8i " In view of the fact 
that he would be disobeying a Divine command." 

the co ntra% the i t m ^ t r ran9l 1 ati ° r ; by Davies ^consequential. On 
since °u implies 7/% i9t ° rt9 " ' Thomas's meaning, 
authority in a case wh! l^* 9 Permits disobedience to an 
entail disobedience to a m"^ W ° Uld " 0t ^Somatically 
nizes parity h-twee* a cLl ° lvln * co u mm and and that he recog- 
because to obey him W oulS In i Whl 5*f someone disobeys a pope 
in which someone disobeys an", d < l8obe y in 9 God ' *nd a case 
law does not forbid him V 1 instruction which Divine 
corbLd him to comply with - which ia the very 



opposite of his position. St. Thomas permits disobedience to 
human authority (properly constituted) only when this 
authority gives a command obedience to which would neces- 
sarily entail disobedience to a Divine command. 

Finally in this connection, we must note that Davies's 
reference is incorrect. Indeed the Summa Theologiae , II, II, 
Q.33, A. 8 does not even contain 5 objections, and we have 
been unable to trace where St. Thomas in fact does say this. 
The extreme carelessness manifested by a wrong translation 
coupled with a wrong reference characterizes the entire 
appendix in which it occurs, where Davies says that the duty 
to disobey a prelate who commands something contrary to a 
Divine precept is an example of the automatic revocation of a 
law - a claim which is considerably weakened by the fact that 
a prelate's command contrary to a Divine precept is not a law 
at all (a command differs essentially from a law), and is not 
automatically revoked either, as it never had any binding 
force in the first place! 



Another Gaffe 

He is in no better form on page 132 of the same work, in 
which he carelessly refers to a letter written by Pope Pius 
VII to "the Bishop of Boulogne" entitled Post Tam 
Diuturnitas . In fact, the last word of the title of the 
letter should be "Diuturnas" and the bishop to whom it was 
addressed was really the Bishop of Troyes - his surname was 
"de Boulogne". One might ask what the point of giving a 
reference is, if, by making a mistake in both of the two 
details by which he identifies his source, the author makes 
it almost impossible for his readers to verify the reference. 



"It's the Mass that Matters" 

One of the most remarkable instances of Davies's 
unscholarly approach occurs on pages 29-30 of Cranmer's Godly 
Order , where he writes: 

"One of the most outstanding and perceptive 
contemporary [i.e. of the Reformation era] champions of 
the Mass was the German theologian John Cochlaeus (1479- 
1552). He rightly pointed out that in attacking the 
Mass Luther was attacking Christ himself 'since He is 
the true founder and perfecter of the Mass, the true 
High Priest of the Mass and also the One who is 
sacrificed as all Christian teachers acknowledge.' With 
equal accuracy he diagnosed the contradiction which lay 
at the heart of the heresiarchs' claim to be 'reform- 
ers'. 'They are justly deemed guilty of heresy who 
instead of seeking remedies for what is amiss set 
themselves to abolish the very substance on account of 
the abuse.' He warned his fellow Catholic apologists 
not to concentrate their main efforts on defending the 
primacy of the pope but on defending the Mass , a task 
which was far more vital, for 'thereby Luther threatens 
to tear out the heart from the body of the Church.'" 

Doubtless among Davies's readers there will have been 
many who, like ourselves, have not studied the polemical 
writers of the "Reformation" in depth and could name few 
champions of the Catholic position during those years other 
than the obvious ones such as St. Thomas More, St. John 
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pichpr Blesspd Edmund Campion, Cardinal Allen, Fr. Robert 

Fisher, BLessej * ^ ct->niot-nn (and. among the nnn. 

Parsons S.J. and Fr 
British, St. Robert 



» ~«c * j and Fr. Thomas Stapleton (and, among the non- 
Parsons s - J - R a o n b < er ; r - Bellarn , ine , Suarez and Melchior Cano). 



! f i ! Uink that the Y will have been as startled as we were 
fl^rn that this "outstanding and percent ive" defender of 
the Church aga^t the "reformers" advised Catholic polem- 
icists to defend the Mass at the expense of the papacy. 

After all, every Catholic is obliged to know and to 
acknowledge that the Mass depends on the Church and Is of no 
value outside the Church, even when celebrated validly. And 
every Catholic is equally obliged to know and acknowledge 
that the Church is built on the papacy - not on the Mass. 
Consequently, one who defends the Mass at the expense of the 
papacy would appear to be in the same position as a man who 
insists on standing in his attic guarding his treasure chest 
when his enemies are beating down his door. By defending the 
door he could have saved his treasure, but when the door is 
gone the treasure will inevitably be lost. By defending the 
papacy one is automatically defending the Mass, while to have 
retained the Mass at the expense of losing the papacy would 
have achieved nothing at all. 

And yet... is there perhaps some flaw in the assertions 
about Catholic obligations we have iust made? Who would dare 
to doubt it, when the contrary is held by a man who was, we 
are assured, at the time of the Reformation, "one of the 
most outstanding and perceptive contemporary champions of 
the Mass" - and presumably, therefore, a trustworthy Catholic 
authority? 

The reality, of course, is that Davies has made up his 
own mind that defence of the Mass rather than the papacy is 
in order today and to support this erroneous position has, 
relying on his expert knowledge of the "Reformation" Deriod 
(a period in which, as a historian, he specializes), dredged 
up the nearest thing he could find to a Catholic authority 
who held this position at the time of the "Reformation". 
Naturally he has had to pass swiftly over such authorities as 
Doctors of the Church and canonized martyrs in his search, 
but he has succeeded in producing someone who, though wholly 
unknown to probably all his readers, was at least officially 
a member of the Catholic Church. 

Cochlaeus is not a trustworthy Catholic authority, 
however, but evidently a member of that class of people - of 
which the late "Fr » Leonard Feeney was a notable example - 
an^.nnti ^"w the Church «9»ln9t her enemies is so 
riate SL, 1 nde *d hysterical would almost be the approp- 
nto or 3 to Vhp 6 " K 3t < l hey them *elves are brought either 
'a atta C l a ery T ri S ° f ' a heres y opposite £o the one 
has an articlP on 9 ;- ^ Dlctio ™aire de Theoloole Catholioue 
^ed by r T0 ussain\ e n f UtLe i;\° ChIee - Jean " a " d contrlb- 
,etai,s\bout T °hr the^iogVcal c^r can L^Z^^^ 

debate^\Ve?oser°of W w h7 8 K he challen 9ed Luther to a public 
publicly accepted t ^n t0 ** burnt ' (Luther l " fact 
dissuade I by "their EM^V lenge ' DUt both Parties were 
debate.) {„ 1V12 he ZrL J^tual ly embarking on the 

texts from various oarte ofMr. ? k l " Which ' by gathering 
Jesus Christ is no n Scripture, he demonstrated that 

wHich, by the sa m l d ure ftn VV 528 he Wr ° te another l " 
oroceoure, he demonstrated that men owe 



obedience to the devil and that Our Lady lost her virginity. 

Now Cochlaeus did not in fact himself believe any of 
these positions, and wrote the books only to demonstrate that 
the method of controversy relying upon the random use of 
Scriptural texts was not to be trusted; but this is neither 
here nor there, whether from the point of view of the use 
Davies sees fit to make of him or from any other point of 
view. It is scandalous in the highest degree for a Catholic 
to write such works and shows a completely unbalanced 
approach to the very question - that of how to repel the 
assaults on the Church - which is the subject upon which 
Davies assures us that he is an authority to be heeded. 

Oh, and we must not omit to mention that some of his 
writings were placed on the Index of Forbidden Books . 

Such are the true credentials of this "outstanding and 
perceptive contemporary champion of the Mass."* 27 

Liturgical Dancing - or How to Use the Infallible Word 
to Sabotage Truth 

Next we turn to page 246 of Pope Paul's New Mass , where 
Davies is in the process of countering Scriptural arguments 
put forward by "Fr." Joseph Champlin in favour of liturgical 
dancing. 

"Fr." Champlin had adduced the incident recorded in 2 
Kings 6:14 when "David danced with all his might before the 
Lord", and to answer this point Davies says: 

"This is no more than an isolated instance of a 
spontaneous outburst by an individual which could 
scarcely have been less liturgical." 

That much is true. But then he proceeds: 

"Indeed David was rebuked for it by Michol, the 
daughter of Saul, who said: 'How glorious was the King 
of Israel today, uncovering himself before the handmaids 
of his servants, and was naked, * 2 & ag if one f the 
buffoons should be naked.'" 

What Davies is indicating, in other words, is that King 
David's dancing was inappropriate and that Michol rightly 
rebuked him. But his reliability in attributing the correct 
meaning to well-known Scriptural passages is no greater than 
his reliability in all other theological matters, it seems. 
Not only was Michol 's sarcastic rebuke wholly inappropriate, 
and David's dance perfectly appropriate and pleasing to God, 
but this particular offence against truth by Davies is 

27* By way of clarification, it is not our contention 
that Cochlaeus was not a learned polemicist and capable of 
arguing very cogently in defence of the Church. He was, and 
was hailed as such by St. Robert Bellarmine. Our point is 
simply that he is grossly unreliable and cannot therefore be 
invoked to settle a point which is self -evidently contro- 
versial . 

28 * David was not completely naked, but had removed his 
regal outer garments and wore only a "linen ephod". 
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v"ry reorooC which Davies > "*«« with approval 1 



And let no one suggest that, when Davies perpetrates 
such outrages, - and to teach thousands of people a meaning 
of a Scriptural passage the opposite of the definitely 
correct meaning can hardly be more gently described - he does 
not make a proper job of it. The irony of the wretched 
business is increased to an extent which even writers of 
comic fiction might hesitate to risk, by the use that Davies 
then makes of his "refutations" of "Fr." Champlin. For he 
follows them with a pained protest at the way that "litur- 
gical revolutionaries ... never miss an opportunity of 
stressing their own alleged scholarship and the ignorance of 
the traditionalists" despite their "intellectual bankruptcy." 
And, as either "Fr." Champlin or any other liturgical 
revolutionary would be perfectly justified in pointing out, 
Davies's reply is itself as good an illustration as could 
possibly be wanted of "the ignorance of the traditionalists," 
and of evident "intellectual bankruptcy" on their - that is, 
the traditionalists* - part, not to mention, in his attempt 
to interpret Holy Scripture, of showing off "alleged scholar- 
ship". The plain reality is, of course, that Davies's 
scholarship is not one whit better than Champlin' s. To say 
that a non-liturgical dance is liturgical, as Champlin did, 
is certainly no greater offence against scholarship than to 
say that King David's dancing was worthy of rebuke when 
Michol had been cursed precisely for making it the object of 
a rebuke. 



Humanism 

Another error by Davies which must make any Catholic 
blush at the thought that he might be taken to represent the 
Catholic Church occurs on page 6 of The Goldfish Bowl , where 
Snd^hiT^ 8 h lt reade " on the nature of humanism, 
writes: SUbtltle The Divinisation of Man", this is what he 

interesting ' r . en ^ ancQ ' 1 refers to the rebirth of 

the fSurt— „^ 8Ical stadies which be ^ an in Italv in 

studies be Cam p 1 centur y- T ^se engaged upon these 
wert concert Tk " hu 1 manUt9 ' as their researches 
Europe until that- , h pu r re , l l huMn topics, whereas in 
ever^eci SS'.cnS^ ana IT. .^ ^ ° f '^ 

«oln.V Vo^d^ Thomas 

'Humanism was a doctrine or J "^" 9 definition: 
Putting man in place ofA-* ne * work of doctrines, 
virtues he was inevitLl°y to fbus^' , end ° win * him " ith 

Renaissanc P e lC era e evolved intf 8 -^ 3 t |? at the humanism of the 
as "humanism", and that it Ltrf * theiatlc cult today known 
the name implies - is man-ce^'V^ Droblem with both - as 
assurance, this picture U V« I* 8 ?; De »Pite his apparent 
because the only relationshic * h"^' 11 * ab8 ^d, not least 

danism and the ^^1^^^ *"' '" t0day CaUed 
intellectual and cultural movement 
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of the Renaissance years Is the coincidental use of the same 
term to denote them. And the result - that Davie3 quotes 
Professor Molnar, speaking of one species of humanism, *29 
and places his words in a context which refers them to the 
other - is as grotesque as would be the introduction of a 
quotation about "classical" music into a discussion of 
classical languages. 

As any of Davies's colleagues in the teaching profession 
could doubtless tell him - at least we hope that his 
ignorance is not representative - the truth of the matter is 
that the humanism of the Renaissance era was a cultural and 
educational movement centred upon the classical tongues. Its 
object was certainly not directly theological, any more than 
medicine is directly theological, but so far removed was this 
humanism from any conflict with theology that many of the 
great humanists were also great theologians and some of them, 
like St. Thomas More and St. John Fisher, have even been 
canonized. Indeed the Catholic Church has to some extent 
officially embraced humanism, an obvious manifestation of 
this fact, for instance, being the adoption by the popes, 
from the end of the Middle Ages onwards, of the humanistic 
practice of couching their encyclical letters in Ciceronian 
Latin.* 30 

The movement today known as humanism is discussed in 
some detail in Britons Catholic Library Letter No. 4 vol.4 
part 2, to which we therefore refer those of our readers who 
would like to acquire a little basic knowledge of this 
movement, which, we must emphasize, is today so powerful and 
widespread - it would be difficult to find a field of human 
activity not affected by it - that the possession of some 
knowledge of it is indispensable. As a corrective to 
Davies's error and with particular respect to Renaissance 
humanism, the following lucid exposition by Professor Revilo 
P. Oliver, formerly of Urbana University, Illinois, could 
scarcely be improved upon. 

"'Humanism', properly speaking, designates the 
cultural system introduced by the scholars who initiated 
the Renaissance, thus ending the Middle Ages and making 
possible mo9t of modern civilization. That meaning was 
derived from Cicero, who did not invent, but did use and 
give authority to the terms 'studium humanitatis' and 
'artes humanitatis' (or, in clear contexts, simply 
•humanitas') to designate the cultivation of the human 
mind through the historical, philosophical, literary, 
and rhetorical studies which, it was believed, gave men 
of ability the perception and wisdom requisite for a 
high civilization, and thereby enabled them most fully 

29* if by an y chance Professor Molnar was referring, in 
the words Davies quotes, to the movement of humanistic 
studies which flourished in the fifteenth century, this means 
only that Davies has chosen as his source someone as ignorant 
as himself - but we have no reason to think that this is the 
case and as Davies quotes no page number we have been unable 
to track down the passage in Molnar's book. 

30 * Humanism also revived interest in the Fathers of 
the Church quite as much as in the pagan classics. See 
Humanism and the Church Fathers by C.L. Stinger, Albany, 
State Univ. of N.Y. Press - 1977. 
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M** fheir potentiality as human beings. Those 
S?ud7.%\ n.tuV.Uy^ were conducted in Greek and Latin. 

-The humanists of the Renaissance - Petrarch and 

T " e „" rs - revived the intensive study of Greek 

J LaMn literature (including history and philosophy), 

and they also revved the use of classical Latin as the 

l n L s0 to speak, native language of Western 

LSn That is why the ability to write fluent 

and accurate Latin has always been the hallmark of a 

true humanist. The strictly correct definition of 

humanism is that given by the eminent American scholar 

and former President of Oberlin College, Ernest H. 

Wilkins: 

"•Humanism is a scholarly and initially 
reactive enthusiasm for classical culture, 
accompanied by creative writing in Latin on classic 
lines. ' 

"As i9 obvious from the definition - as well as 
from the fact that any list of prominent humanists will 
include Pope Pius 11/ Cardinal Bembo, Erasmus, Sir 
Thomas More, Melanchthon, Beza, and Milton - the word 
'humanist 1 no more indicates a man'9 religious belief 
than does 'philologist' or 'astronomer' . The only 
consideration that is at all relevant in this connection 
is that the humanist necessarily acquires an extensive, 
and sometimes profound, knowledge of Graeco-Roman 
antiquity, and necessarily respects the accumulated 
experience of mankind. It is very probable, therefore, 
that he will judge human institutions and human nature 
in the light of all history, particularly that of 
Western civilization, but not excluding such other 
civilizations as are known to him. 

"From the early Renaissance until recently, the 
humanists' conception of what studies were most 
conducive to human excellence was taken for granted 
throughout the West. That is why we still speak of 
humane learning'; why colleges eager to cash in on the 
prestige of such studies profess to teach 'the humanit- 
ies ; and why in some of the older universities, such as 

Lc e 1' u the . Senior Latinist bears the title, 
Professor of Humanity. 

hamani^fi 1 ^^ 6 J arly years of the present century, a 
and Gree k and^VT' P ich meant Proficiency in Latin 
most hiVhiv i , 6lr literatures and history, was the 
and the WO rd P h*, ^ r , e8 P ect «* cultural attainment, 

magic connotation o'f^^n^ 118 had a ?° tent and alraoSt 
still retains Jl. excellence and superiority that it 
forg^t^Vrecis 6 :! 6 ; what'u "^ of Persons "who have 
Tin.es'*31 edito^ai ^ri , i !* n8 and 80 can read the 
(Ai^eTica's DpM^ 1 Hill) without laughter or disgust." 



»•" *or*k A ^Vh C r. n 'p. P r r t°i f ::" ^ K° Uver U herring to the 
nowever, inTeTpect of 'the Londo^ ™£T* ^ ^^ VaUd ' 
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A Very Sloppy Review 

Our path through Davies's writings in pursuit - not that 
one ever has to chase very far - of evidence of hi3 slapdash 
scholarship now brings us to a review, which he contributed 
to The Angelus in May 1982, of a book entitled The Destruct- 
ion of the Christian Tradition by Dr. Rama Cooraaraswamy - a 
work with which some of our readers will doubtless be 
familiar. Briefly, Coomaraswamy • s book is an analysis from a 
traditional standpoint of the recent revolution in the 
Catholic Church which argues persuasively for the invalidity 
of the new rituals and for the duty of resisting "the 
changes". In places it supports "Archbishop" Lefebvre, but 
is generally somewhat more "extreme" than that prelate; in 
particular, the book recognizes the illegitimacy of recent 
pontificates, though only in an unobtrusive footnote. 

The book is certainly seriously defective, for it 
completely fails to make it clear exactly where the one and 
only Catholic Church is now located, and contains also a 
number of other errors, some of which its author has since 
recognized, and others of which, alas, he has not. But 
despite its defects it is a book which has quite as much 
claim to significance in its analysis of recent events as any 
of Davies's, or indeed as all of them put together. 

With this background in place, we are now ready to 
consider Davies's review of Dr. Coomaraswamy ' s book, a review 
which might almost be said to constitute as definite a 
milestone in the history of sloppy, half-baked pseudo- 
scholarship as is the Summa Theologiae of St. Thomas in the 
history of genuine scholarship; a review, also, which is far 
from devoid of the irony to be found very often in Davies's 
polemical writings, in that it reaches its most pitiful 
depths, which are extravagant even by the standards that 
Davies manages so consistently to maintain, precisely when it 
attempts to convict Coomaraswamy of crimes of which its own 
author, i.e. Davies himself, is patently, and embarrassingly, 
guilty. 

The first page of the review consists of irrelevant 
frivolity on completely secular subjects with not even the 
faintest connection with the matter under review. Having 
thus warmed his pen, Davies turns to theological topics and 
starts by offering the following for his readers' consider- 
ation: 

"I have been particularly saddened at the defection 
of a young priest of the Society of St. Pius X who [sic] 
I knew as a seminarian and had visited me in my home. 
He has been deluded by those claiming that we no longer 
have a pope and that the New Mass is intrinsically 
invalid, and he now denounces the Archbishop as a 
traitor because he rejects these crazy, diabolically 
crazy, theories. Indeed the very idea of recently 
ordained priests considering themselves competent to 
make a credible contribution to speculative theology is 
absurd to the point of being grotesque." 

Readers who have hacked their way through the under- 
growth of hysterically hostile adjectives to the meaning of 
that passage will have gathered that Davies is deploring the 
temerity of a priest in believing the following: 
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(a) that John-Paul II is a manifest heretic and 
therefore not a valid pooe ; 

(h) that the New Mass, either by the changes in its 
essential form or by the absence of a true offertory, U 
invalid; and 

(c) that Lefebvre, who ordained him, is betraying 
the Church by forbidding these opinions. 

He will also have learnt that Davies considers that such 
ooinions fall under the heading of "speculative theology", 
and that young priests should learn their olace and leave 
such subiects to their elders and betters. 

We shall not anticipate the detailed demonstrations 
given later in this Dossier by endeavouring to prove here 
that the tenets held by the young priest are in fact 
perfectly correct; but we think that our readers may find it 
helpful if at this point we do anticipate slightly what is 
covered at much greater length in the next chapter, by 
mentioning, briefly, the following facts, which are simply 
not open to dispute: 

(i) The Consecration formula of the Novus Ordo, 
even in Latin, omits words which St. Thomas Aquinas 
( Summa Theologiae , III, Q.78, A. 3) considers definitely 
essential to valid ity . 

(ii) Pope Paul IV teaches explicitly* 32 that one 
guilty of heresy before his election to the supreme 
pontificate would be invalidly elected and could never 
become pope, no matter who and how many believed he was 
pope, and for no matter how long the situation pre- 
vailed. 

(iii) On the subject of religious liberty and a 
number of other subjects, a prima facie case of heresy 
against John-Paul II remains to be adequately answered. 

The first two of these facts do not even belong to the 
realm of opinion. Anyone, by checking our references can 
confirm that the reality is as we say it is. The third is 
admitted by Davies himself, for instance in his article The 
Sedevacantists ( Christian Order . November 1982) in which "he" 
shows that he is aware of the case against John-Paul II, 
•ini.i on K hls acceptance of religious liberty, but neither 
1 " n ' hw religious liberty, as taught by John-Paul II is 
So a ii-hV,„H f , r , efer / t0 anvone el3e who has explained it. 
aterS. l6r discussion of each point is reserved for 
referrina ?« I?,' T thl ? k that we cannot be criticised for 
rather than «ni 6e ° f them ' even at thla 9ta 9 e ' a9 facts 

fUstthina t P o n h. n8 \,/ nd in the U * ht of thesVfacts the 
wMch migh? be ju.Ym'.bW' X ^ DaVle3 ' 8 *"W 
obstinate offpnrf-r i ln the case of a dangerous 

comprehensively as no, a h 9an9t trUth who has been exposed 
the\osit! on Y to a9 w ^^"V, 1 !? *>•*■"* on in respect of 




32 * In his Constitution Cum Ex Apostol.t,,, . l5 59. 



What, for instance, of the charge that young Driests ought 
not to venture within the realms of speculative theology? 

Let us begin by finding out exactly what soeculative 
theology is. 

In the introduction to his masterly Dialectics , Mgr. P. 
Glenn explains the following distinction: 

"A science that presents facts which enrich 
knowledge, but which do not directly imDly laws or norms 
for the guidance of thought or action, is called a 
'speculative' science. A science which presents facts 
from which directive norms or laws are immediately 
derived is called a 'practical' science." 

Hence, since theology is just as much a science as any 
other science, we must expect speculative theology to be that 
part of theology which relates to religious truths but does 
not relate directly to behaviour ? in other words, the kind of 
theology commonly known as "dogmatic theology". Hence it i9 
no surprise that Fr. J. Herrmann in article II of the 
Introduction to his I nst i tu t iones Theologiae Dogmaticae 
should use the two terms interchangeably: 

"'Speculative' or 'dogmatic' theology consists in 
the contemplation of revealed truths." 

The scope of speculative theology is explained as 
follows by Drs. Wilhelm and Scannel ( Manual of Catholic 
Theology , p.xviii): 

"When theology expounds and co-ordinates the dogmas 
themselves, and demonstrates them from Scripture and 
Tradition, it takes the name of Positive Theology. When 
it takes the dogmas for granted, and penetrates into 
their nature and discovers their principles and 
consequences, it is designated Speculative Theology, and 
sometimes Scholastic Theology... Positive Theology and 
Speculative Theology cannot be completely separated." 

Using the synonymous term "scholastic theology", Fr. 
Sylvester J. Hunter S.J. remarks in his Outline of Dogmatic 
Theology (vol.1, p. 6) that "the difference between Positive 
and Scholastic Theology is then a difference of method, not 
of doctrine." 

Now if speculative theology is identical in doctrine to 
dogmatic theology, and embraces the whole of theology except 
for those points which relate to morals, the spiritual life 
and law, being characterized and distinguished from "positive 
theology" by its penetrative rather than expository method, 
it is remarkable that Davies should consider that it falls 
outside the competence of a simple priest; for without 
grappling with dogmatic or speculative theology, how would it 
be possible to preach, or to teach catechism or even to 
recite the Creed? And it is even more remarkable that he 
should express his conviction in such extravagant language. 

In fact, however, it becomes clear to anyone who reads 
his review as a whole - which we have not quoted because any 
advantage in doing so would be heavily outweighed by the 
wasted space that would be involved - that our question on 
this issue should not be "Is Davies correct?" but "Does 
Davies have the least idea what he is talking about?". 
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"The number of priests who are competent to engage 
in speculative theology is as limited as that of scien- 
tists who invent moon-rockets." 

However, if one makes allowance for his theological 
illiteracy and adopts as a working assumption the hypothesis 
that his acquaintance with Catholic terminology is too 
limited to allow him to say what he means, it is, in fact, 
possible to locate a reasoning underneath his incoherent 
effusions, which, though certainly erroneous, is nevertheless 
at least comprehensible. Probably he has appropriated the 
term "speculative theology", which he has doubtless come 
across from time to time during the course of the copious 
reading he has done, to mean theological speculation (in the 
modern sense of the word "speculation") - i.e. consideration 
of theological questions which (a) are unsettled by the 
Magisterium, (b) are highly theoretical, and (c) afford 
learned men matter on which to sharpen their intellects 
without risk of falling foul of the authority of the Church. 

But, even assuming that we are right, we have not 
succeeded in helping Davies much, for of course it still 
remains utterly untrue to say that simple priests or even 
layfolk are not permitted to engage in this sphere of 
theology. And when a matter of practical moment arises, such 
as whether a man is or is not the pope, it ceases to be even 
a matter of its being merely permitted . We are all of us - 
simple priests and simple layfolk included - obliged to study 
the topic, and obliged, moreover, to get to the bottom of it 
if it is possible to do so. And we need no more hesitate 
either in broaching the topic, or in expressing publicly our 
conclusions if they are certainly true, than the illiterate 
St. Catherine of Siena did when she encountered the not 
incomparable situation of there being simultaneously more 
than one claimant to the papacy. (See page 199) 

Be all this as it may, one thing that is clear if we 
cut through Davies's terminological confusion is his position 
that for a simple priest to comment on such subjects, let 
alone for a layman like Dr. Coomaraswamy to do so, is 
something which is automatically out of court and a crime 
leiliv* i its .Perpetrator as unworthy to be taken 
to say: immediately confirms, for he goes on 
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authority to suoDort your dogmatic assertion - and if what 
you said were true, century after century would have b»en 
peppered with condemnations of "unqualified" priests and 
laymen who have studied such matters. Nor will you be able 
to find such an authority. The branch of theology to which 
you are presumably referring is quite open to all, and indeed 
for much of the Church's history - a particularly famous 
oeriod being, for instance, the early Byzantine era - such 
topics were the principal matter for conversation in 
Christian society, in place of our current typical fare, of 
politics, sex, money and the latest novel or television 
programme. The only restrictions are that, on any point 
which is not already certain, (a) we must be ready to submit 
our judgement to future pronouncements of the Church if they 
should be made, which of course, as of nearly thirty years 
ago, they now no longer will, and (b) we may not suggest that 
our opinion binds others, except when we are drawing 
conclusions immediately from ooints already settled by the 
Church. In all other circumstances , as Pr. Herrmann tells us 
in article IV of his Introduction, "the opinions of theol- 
ogians are of as much weight as the reasons which support 
them . " (Our emphases added) 

A little later Davies clarifies the last sentence of his 
that we have iust quoted, with the following words: 

"All I am claiming. .. is that we do not have the 
good fortune to possess a theologian of repute among our 
ranks."* 33 

Davies is of the conviction, therefore, that a "theol- 
ogian of repute" is fit to pronounce upon matters of what he 
calls "speculative theology", but no one else. And a 
"theologian of repute" is...? Davies now proceeds to 
describe him: 

"Now what do I mean by a theologian of repute? He 
would normally be a priest of mature years who had 
earned one or more higher degrees in theology, taught 
theology in pontifical universities or at least 
seminaries, contributed to learned periodicals, and, 
perhaps, written books on theology. Above all, his 
orthodoxy would be above suspicion. If there are any 
such priests within the traditionalist movement, I would 
certainly like to learn of them." 

Well, of course, any priest whose "orthodoxy" would be 
regarded by Davies as being "above suspicion" would almost 
certainly be objectively very far from orthodoxy indeed, as 
we have already had occasion to show to some extent and as 
we shall be showing with an embarrassing wealth of examples 
as this Dossier proceeds. But if we interpret orthodoxy as 
meaning substantial agreement with Davies's own un-Catholic 

33 * We have no idea how Davies reconciles this with his 
assertion in The Angel us for December 1987 that he knows "an 
outstanding traditionalist theolog ian . . . a professor of 
theology. . .who says only the Tridentine Mass." The dist- 
inction between an "outstanding traditionalist theologian" of 
which he knows one, and a "theologian of repute. . .within the 
traditionalist movement" of which he denies the existence, is 
much too subtle for us and we Drefer not to speculate on the 
subject, while inviting Mr. Davies to offer any clarification 
he may deem appropriate. 
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We invite our readers to consider Davies's criteria for 
a moment. Does St. Thomas Aquinas match Davies's standards? 
To the best of the present writer's knowledge, he died before 
the age of fifty - so hardly "of mature years"; he never 
"contributed to learned periodicals"; and his orthodoxy, 
though widely recognized in most quarters, was so far from 
being "above suspicion" that his doctrines were condemned 
and forbidden by several of the great Catholic universities. 
At best he is a borderline case! 

And evidently St. Peter and St. Paul have none of the 
criteria at all, except as being priests who eventually 
reached relatively mature years. And yet thi3 no more 
prevented them from pronouncing on what Davies calls 
"speculative theology" than it did St. Thomas Aquinas. 

The criteria, we repeat, are invented. And the purpose 
of the invention, of course, is to nullify the effect 
produced by laymen and priests who, without laying claim to 
vast erudition, are able to perform the relatively simple 
task of referring to relevant Catholic authorities and 
applying the teachings of those authorities to an existing 
concrete situation. 

Although Davies would have us reject this as presumpt- 
uous, those who follow his lead by doing so are rejecting it 
solely on the basis of Davies's authority; and they submit to 
his dictate at their peril, because in fact what he forbids 
is far from presumptuous. Anyone, even the most lowly 
layman, may reach firm conviction on such topics, provided he 
remembers that his conclusions are, in the words of Fr. 
Herrmann, "of as much weight as the reasons which support 
them. Indeed Cardinal Billot, whose theology forms" the 
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"I do happen to have spent three years in a 
Catholic college and received a degree entitling me to 
teach Catholic doctrine and philosophy, and this ig what 
I confine myself to doing. I make a practice of never 
indulging* 34 in speculative theology if I can avoid it, 
and where I do, I obtain the advice of theologians of 
repute. " 

That does it! Davies has completely given himself away! 
Forget the insufferable arrogance. Overlook the fact that in 
the eyes of the Church a non-doctoral degree most certainly 
does not , of itself, entitle one to teach . Pardon the lie 
that Davies avoids "speculative theology" if he can. Just 
concentrate on those last words: "Where I do ['indulge' in 
'speculative theology'] I obtain the advice of theologians of 
repute . " 

But, Mr. Davies, there aren't any "traditionalist" 
theologians of repute. You have already admitted it. So you 
are finally - accidentally - letting your naive readers into 
the secret that, when you regale them with the opinions of 
your erudite theologian friends and sing their praises, 
insisting that their orthodoxy is beyond reproach, etc., 
etc., these hand-picked "authorities" of yours are not even 
"traditionalists". In short, they are, even on your own 
terms , members of the enemy camp. They say the Novus Ordo 
which you admit that, were you a priest, you could not say 
and which you do not attend. Not even the horrific blasphem- 
ies, doctrinal dilution and all the rest that it contains 
have enlightened them on this most crucial topic, but you 
have the effrontery to require us to bow and scrape before 
these wretched renegades, traitors and ignoramuses. Indeed 
you even quote their opinions on such subjects as the 
validity of the Novus Ordo without so much as letting on that 
the Novus Ordo is the "Mass" that they themselves say . If 
this is not dishonesty and hypocrisy, it is hard to imagine 



A little later Davies writes: 

"I hope therefore, that I am not guilty of 
arrogance in preferring my own opinion to that of 
certain priests. The reason is that it is not my own 
opinion, but that of learned theologians." 

Presumably "learned theologians" is synonymous with 
"reputable theologians", so we must admire both Davies's 
humility and his prudence in restricting his role, allegedly, 
to that of mere mouthpiece for those properly qualified to 
give their opinion and to be listened to with submissive 
hearts and wills. 

Or must we? Let us put our feet back firmly on the 
ground. What, in Heaven's name, are we to make of Davies's 
claim when the clearest example of an "opinion" that Davies 
has preferred "to that of certain priests" is that the right 
course for him to take in respect of the Vatican II revol- 
ution is to champion, and publicly champion, the "tradition- 



34 * As the article proceeds, "speculative theology" 
sounds increasingly like a risky leisure activity rather than 
a supernatural science. 
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Z C ll reprehensible as that of the poor young priest who was 
lambasted' earHer in the review - but because it is the v iew 
of learned (or reputable) theologians. 

But it is not. It cannot be - because Davies avows that 
he is not awar"e~of any reputable theologian who holds the 
traditionalist stance. 

So, once again, Davies is lying. 

And let no one be deceived into thinking that this lie 
is a trivial one. Its consequence is that Davies is enabled 
to give an appearance of humility in his approach and an 
appearance of objectivity in his conclusions, assuring his 
readers that it is not on his views that they are being 
invited to rely but on the views of the reputable theo- 
logians, while in fact ; 

(a) he is perfectly happy to follow his own opinion 
in the face of such "authorities" where he feels 
confident that he is right, but 

(b) he does not want his readers to feel confident 
enough to enjoy the same liberty . 

In short, dear admirers of Michael Davies - if any of 
you are reading this Dossier - his position is that on one 
occasion and one occasion only may you use your own intellect 
by oreference to that of "reputable theologians", namely to 
arrive at the "traditionalist" position which, as there are 
no reputable theologians who defend it, you must accept 
without theological guidance; but having got there, you may 
never have the effrontery to use your own God-given brain 
again, but must humbly submit to the opinions of... well, 
Davies calls them " learned theologians" - but at any rate, 
theologians channelled to you by means of the pen of Michael 
Davies who, as an expert on the subject, 

(a) handpicks the theologians for you to ensure 
that only the most "reputable" are selected, and 

(b) conceals their names from you lest you should 
be presumptuous enough to wish to conduct an independent 
examination of their credentials and "reputabil ity" . 

* * * 
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We start by emphasizing that there are three major 
pitfalls which must be avoided. Obvious enough when they are 
pointed out, but frequently swallowing up victims from among 
even those who consider themselves to be conscientious 
Catholics, they are: 

(i) Sitting on the fence when it is obligatory to 
take a position. 

(ii) Insisting that a position is obligatory when 
it is no more than a private opinion. 

(iii) Blindly accepting the opinions of others 
where there is no guarantee that their opinions will be 
correct. 

It boils down to the fact that Catholics must be acutely 
aware of their obligation to distinguish between, on the one 
hand, judgements which are definitely correct and upon which 
it is necessary to insist, and, on the other hand, private 
opinions; and that they must be no less aware of how to make 
this distinction in any given case, for otherwise they will 
not be able to avoid one or more than one of these pitfalls. 

Under this heading, one of Davies's most prominent 
errors, repeated whenever the opportunity arises, is the 
assumption that any judgement made by a private individual 
- as opposed to one made officially by the Church - is a 
"private judgement", in the sense used to describe the 
principle on which all the various manifestations of the 
Protestant "religion" are based. As it is difficult to think 
of a habitual error of the intellect which is more pern- 
icious in its effects, let us tackle this confusion first. 

We think the reality will readily become clear if we 
open by tabulating the three most important of the relevant 
facts. They are these: 

(i) "Private judgement" is simply another term 
for "opinion" ,*-*6 

(ii) An opinion is a judgement not founded upon 
true certainty, and therefore, 

36* "There are five states of the mind with regard to 
its acquisition of truth," we are informed by Fr. J.S. Hickey 
in his Summula Philosophiae Scholasticae , vol.1, n.159, 
"namely: ignorance, doubt, suspicion, opinion and certitude." 
And "objective evidence is the ultimate criterion of truth 
and motive of certitude." (Ibidem, n.258) But private 
judgement is an intellectual act by which assent, at least 
provisional, is given to a proposition in the absence of this 
motive of certitude, for, as the influential nineteenth 
century American writer Dr. Orestes Brownson put it: "Private 
judgement is only when the matters judged lie out of the 
range of reason, and when its principle is not the common 
reason of mankind, nor a Catholic or public authority, but 
the fancy, the caprice, the prejudice or the idiosyncracy of 
the individual forming it." ( Brownson's Quarterly Review , 
October 1851; Brownson's Works , vol .1, p. 347. ) 

And none of these "principles" mentioned by Dr. Brownson 
is capable of generating an assent firmer than that of 
"opinion" . 
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(a) at least to some extent, and perhaps to a 
ery great extent, liable to error, and 



(iii) But the intellect of a private individual U 
capable, in certain ear from infrequent circumstances, 
of making judgements which are not liable to error, 
because within due limits the human intellect j a _ 
infallible .* 37 ' 

And this third point, although the reader will certainly 
not have found it anywhere in Davies's writings, is of course 
of the greatest importance. And if any Catholic thinks 
about it for a moment, it must become fully apparent to him 
that it is true. If it were otherwise, Catholics could have 
nothing with which to reproach Protestants in the fact that 
they attempt to save their souls in accordance with their own 
opinions rather than with some objective standard, because 
the infallibility of the Church herself would be no more than 
our opinion if we were liable to error in establishing it . 
As it is, however, the difference between Catholics and 
Protestants is that: 

(a) Catholics establish with certai nty , by 
objective criteria, the fact that the Church is 
infallible and then listen in docility to her teachings; 
and at no point does mere opinion play any part in the 
procedure; whereas 

(b) Protestants opine that Holy Scripture is 
Divinely revealed (this cannot be proved without the 
Church); they opine that it is to be interpreted by each 
individual for himself; they opine that their opinion as 
to its meaning will be sufficient for their salvation; 
and each and every interpretation they make of its 
meaning (except where no conceivable doubt exists from 
the text) is no more than an opinion . 

And of course this distinction of the intellectual 
grounds of Catholicism and Protestantism, which is the 
absolutely essential and fundamental difference between the 
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The following passage, once again by the famous 
nineteenth century American convert Dr. Orestes Brownson 
writing in his enormously influential Brownson's Quarterly 
Review , explains admirably the points which we are trying to 
express : 

"Here is the error of our Protestant friends. They 
recognize no distinction between reason and private 
judgement. Reason is common to all men; private 
judgement is the special act of an individual... In all 
matters of this sort there is a criterion of certainty 
beyond the individual, and evidence is adducible which 
ought to convince the reason of every man, and which, 
when adduced, does convince every man of ordinary 
understanding, unless through his own fault. Private 
judgement is not so called. . .because it is a judgement 
of an individual, but because it is a judgement rendered 
by virtue of a private rule or principle of judgement... 
The distinction here is sufficiently obvious, and from 
it we may conclude that nothing is to be termed 'private 
judgement' which is demonstrable from reason or provable 
from testimony ." ( Brownson's Quarterly Review , October 
1852, p. 482-3. Our emphasis added. ) 

Indeed. And it is precisely our contention (as it is 
that of Dr. Coomaraswamy, from the review of whose book by 
Davies we have just digressed), that it is "demonstrable from 
reason" and "provable from testimony" that the Conciliar 
Church is an essentially different society from that founded 
by Our Divine Saviour and that its new sacramental formulae 
are at best of doubtful validity. If Davies can refute the 
reasoning by which Dr. Coomaraswamy, or we ourselves, have 
demonstrated these contentions, let him do so, and he will 
find no one more grateful than ourselves; but to refuse to 
broach the subject as though there were something sinful in 
using one's God-given intellect to apply Catholic principles 
to a concrete situation is not a permissible manner of 
debate. *^9 The number of "reputable theologians" who side 



perhaps, they are certain. 

39* Under a subtitle "Judgements of the simple human 
reason, duly enlightened", Fr. Felix Sarda y Salvany, on page 
201 of the French edition of his approved-by-the-Holy-See 
work Le Liberalisme est un Peche , remarks: "Yes, reader, 
reason is itself, as the theologians would say, a theological 
source ('locus theologicus ' ) . . . Reason must be subordinate 
to... faith in all respects, but it is false to allege that 
reason is impotent on its own. It is therefore permitted, 
and even obligatory, for the layman to rationalize his faith, 
to infer its consequences, to apply it and to deduce 
parallels and analogies from it. The simple layman can thus 
distrust, at first sight, a novel doctrine presented to him 
insofar as he sees it to be in conflict with another, 
defined doctrine. If this conflict is clear, he can fight it 
as evil, and denounce as evil any book which supports it... 
The faithful layman can do all that and has always done so, 
to the Church's applause. This is not making himself the 
shepherd of the flock, nor even its humble servant... What 
would be the use of the rule of faith and morals if the 
simple layman were unable to make immediate application of it 
himself in any particular case?... The general rule of faith, 
which is the infallible authority of the Church, agrees - and 
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(a) he quotes no theologian who supports his 
personal position on the subject; 

(b) he employs reasoning on the topic which is 
evidently his own; and 

(c) he conceals from his readers the existence of 
theologians such as St. Thomas Aquinas - who, though not 
meeting Davies's criteria, many of his readers might 
consider at least semi -reputable! - and St. Pius V (who 
meets even Davies's home-made criteria for "reput- 
ability") who firmly maintain the opposite view. 

We do not think any more need be said on this subject, 
so let us return to Davies's review and quote some more of 
it: 

"The two most pernicious errors prevailing within 
the traditionalist movement today, undermining it, 
destroying it, and making it ridiculous to those outside 
with a modicum of theological competence, are that one 
or more of the new sacramental rites is intrinsically 
invalid and that one or all of the last four popes 
(including the present Pontiff) were either not popes at 
all or lost their office through heresy. I would be 
very interested to learn of a single theologian of 
repute anywhere in the English-speaking world who would 
uphold either of these propositions." 

Before commenting on this paragraph, let us remind 
ourselves that a little earlier in the same review Davies 
protested as follows: 

"Even more incredible than the spectacle of 
priests, without theological competence, pontificating 
upon topics which would have taxed the erudition of St. 
Thomas Aquinas is that of laymen without formal 
in ?hil L f ield'" 1 9 maklng ' eX cathedra ' pronouncements 
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(i) If the validity of the Novua Ordo and of 
John-Paul II's pontificate are subjects which would tax 
the erudition of St. Thomas, why is it only those who 
°PP° se their validity that are censured, and not those 
who favour it? (If the subject is too deep and 
demanding, surely one should leave it as uncertain: it 
cannot be any more temerarious to take one side than 
the other of a complex issue.) 

(ii) Where shall we find a clearer example of 
"pontificating" by someone "without any theological 
competence" and of "'ex cathedra' pronouncements" by a 
"layman without formal theological training" than in 
Davies's forthright assertion that the two theological 
positions he mentions are "the two most pernicious 
errors prevailing within the traditionalist movement 
today"? 

The first question is evidently a rhetorical one. To 
the second we fear that the only answer is that Davies has so 
far persuaded himself that he U the pope, or, at least, as 
competent as if he were, that, although he has no difficulty 
or hesitation in condemning arrogance and pretentiousness in 
other writers, the same faults in himself (though much more 
glaring than in his victims) have no appearance of discord- 
ance to him. 

We turn back to his review, and on the same page find 
another "ex cathedra" pronouncement: 

"I would. . .submit that a theological thesis which 
does not have the support of some theologians of repute 
cannot be taken seriously." 

This submission must be classified as an "ex cathedra" 
pronouncement because it is backed up by no evidence at all. 
It should also be noted that it is quite false. Even if it 
has some validity in normal times, there is no Divine promise 
that during great crises the learned world will always retain 
some orthodox representatives. Nowhere did Our Lord promise 
that the gates of Hell would not prevail against "theologians 
of repute". And, of course, if, "per impossibile" , Our Lord 
had made such a promise, it would promptly have been given 
the lie by the fact that the "reputable theologians" of His 
own day rejected to a man His Divinity and Messianic claims. 
Moreover, when Davies is not looking for a stick with which 
to beat those who reject the Conciliar Church, he does not 
believe in his own assertion; witness the fact that he gives 
his allegiance to the "traditionalist movement" despite the 
avowed lack of any "reputable theologian" among its ranks . 

After three pages of this self-contradictory, magist- 
erially expressed nonsense, Davies finally touches upon Dr. 
Coomaraswamy ' s book. He points out that Coomaraswamy 
includes a quotation purportedly from Apostolicae Curae only, 
part of which is authentic and the remainder of which is 
clearly from a commentary and was included in the text by 
oversight; that he commits a similar mistake in relation to 
the General Instruction on the Roman Missal ; that he gives a 
misleading account of the provenance of the "Ottaviani Inter- 
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it is the role of a reviewer to identify such errors as 
«.* eo a Davies has astutely found several. Of these, the 
hTstoVical error is inconsequential; the error about the 
o^«viani critique is still fairly minor; the error about 
Snottolicae ci?Se is quite serious, though not necessarily 
t£ Vault ot the au thor? as it is the kind of error for which 
a Printer could have been responsible; and the mis-attrib- 
ution of a oaragraoh to the General Instruction is thus the 
onlv serious error which must be blamed upon tne author. it 
should not be there. It is deplorable. But, that said, 
surely Davies's conclusion is an excessively harsh one to 
draw from the evidence he has furnished. 

"This type of factual error, and I could cite 
others,* 41 makes it impossible to accept the book as a 
serious work of scholarship, and will provide useful 
ammunition for those wishing to discredit the tradition- 
alist movement." 

Of course, though we ourselves happen to disagree with 
Davies, such harshness is certainly a permissible view. It 
is a sustainable opinion that Coomaraswamy • s errors are such 
as to render his book unworthy of consideration as a serious 
work of scholarship. But this view has an inescapable 
corollary . It is written: "With what iudgement you iudge, 
you shall be judged: and with what measure you mete, it shall 
be measured to you again." (Matthew 7:2) So it is clear that 
Davies is inviting us to judge his own works by the same 
standard. If the errors highlighted in this Dossier (and 
there are hundreds of them) are as grave as, or graver than, 
Coomaraswamy' s, then Davies stands condemned from his own 
mouth. If they are not, we may anticipate a satisfactory 
answer from Davies to the open letter constituting our 
Dossier's epilogue and challenging him to substantiate 
certain propositions which, if they are false, as the present 
writer maintains they are, are evidently much more serious 
errors than those of which Davies convicts Dr. Coomaraswamy. 
Only those of an exceedingly sanguine disposition will wish 
to start ticking off the days on a calendar as they wait for 
a satisfactory reply from Davies. 

att e mn? S L L the r63t 0f Davies 's review is absorbed by an 
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any possibility of doubt, and would need to be made 
known to the Church through the 'declaratory' sentence 
of a general council." 

These errors will be refuted elsewhere in this Dossier , 
so it will suffice here to draw attention to the obscurity of 
Davies's reasoning by addressing to him a few pertinent 
questions : 

(i) Mr. Davies, upon what authority do you assert 
that for a pope to lose his office by heresy his heresy 
would need to be "so manifest as to be beyond any 
possibility of doubt"? 

(ii) Even supposing you to be correct on thi9 
point, however, you must be aware that Dr. Coomaraswamy, 
ourselves, and many others, maintain that there are 
heresies in decrees of Vatican II, signed by John-Paul 
II. If a signature on a widely-circulated heretical 
decree is not manifest enough for you, what would be? 

(iii) Do you really mean "beyond any possibility of 
doubt", or do you mean "beyond any possibility of 
reasonable doubt"? 

(iv) Are you aware of any theologian of higher 
status than St. Robert Bellarmine, a Doctor of the 
Church, who has considered the topic of loss of office 
by a heretical pope as deeply as St. Robert does in his 
De Romano Pontifice ? 

(v) Assuming, we believe justifiably - for to 
our knowledge no one has claimed otherwise - that you 
are not, how is it that St. Robert makes no mention of 
the alleged need for the heresy to be "so manifest as 
to be beyond any possibility of doubt," but instead 
insists that, if someone is guilty of heresy that is 
simply public , he cannot be pope? 

(vi) In the interval between the pope's falling 
into public heresy and the declaration of this fact by a 
general council, would the pope, or would he not, be the 
Vicar of Christ? 

(vii) If he would, are you not asserting that a 
public heretic (who is not even a Catholic) can be pope? 

(viii) If not, may Catholics who are aware of the 
pope's heresy reject his pontificate, or must they treat 
the non-pope as pope pending a hypothetical future 
declaration? 

(ix) Who would summon the general council, given 
that according to Canon Law only the pope can do so? 

(x) Can you name any pre-Vatican II writer who 
held as certain this position that such a declaration is 
necessary before one may treat the heretical "pope" as a 
usurper. 

(xi) Do you regard it as certain? 

Even in the absence of any attempt by Davies to answer 
them - and there are good grounds, mentioned later in the 
Dossier , for doubting that Davies ever will attempt to 
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Davies's parting shot as he ends his review is that: 

"Dr Coomaraswamy writes page after page attempting 
to prove his bizarre theses, but does no more than 
display his terrifying ignorance upon the subject of 
sacramental theology." 

As has been made clear, the present writer is in fact no 
more in sympathy with Dr. Coomaraswamy 's theological stance, 
considered as a whole , than is Davies; but he wishes to 
register that, having had the privilege of meeting Dr. 
Coomaraswamy and talking to him at length on several 
occasions, the prospect of Michael Davies accusing him of 
"total confusion" and "terrifying ignorance" is almost 
comical. Dr. Coomaraswamy ' s erudition, theological and 
otherwise,* 42 is simply in a different league from that of 
his assailant. It is enough to say that errors as gross as 
Davies's pretentious nonsense about "humanism" or ignorance 
of the meaning of so elementary a term as "speculative 
theology" would not conceivably slip out in his victim's 
after-dinner conversation, let alone in his seriou9 writings. 



42 * Not to mention his courtesy and general culture. 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE VACANCY OF THE HOLY SEE 

"Though we, or an angel from heaven, oreach a 
gospel to you besides that which we have preached 
to you, let him be anathema." (Galatians 1:8) 

Introduction 

It is axiomatic that an enemy of the truth, no matter 
how skilfully and unflaggingly he succeeds in passing himself 
off in more favourable circumstances as being on the side of 
the angels, will inevitably show his true colours when faced 
with a clear statement of the very facts which he is engaged 
in denying, suppressing or distorting. Oavies i3 no 
exception to this rule - witness his hysterical reaction to 
the suggestion of the vacancy of the Holy See, whenever it 
crops up, from no matter what source. On some subjects - 
even the validity of the new rite of Ordination (examined in 
chapter 9 of this Dossier ) - Davies has been preoared to 
debate his opponents, dealing at least in some measure with 
what they actually say. On what he calls "sedevacantism" he 
is not: his opponents are instead to be misinterpreted, 
ridiculed, abused and reviled, libelled and finally forgot- 
ten. On no account are they to be allowed to present their 
case even in order for Davies to refute it. On no account 
will a letter written to Davies on this subject receive a 
courteous and reasonable reply dealing with its contents. On 
no account will Davies ever mention, or have anything to do 
with, anyone who, to use his own extremely comprehensive 
clause, " suggests that Pope John Paul II might not be a true 
Pope"* 43 (our emphasis) . (See his article in The Remnant for 
15th August 1985.) Davies dedicated one of his new books to 
"Fr." Oswald Baker and held him up as a model of how priests 
should have reacted to the introduction of the Novus Ordo. 
He visited and spent several days with Colorado's remarkable 
"Fr." Dan Jones.* 44 He even extended his friendship to the 
present writer. You will not, however, find these three or 
any other "sedevacantists" referred to with approval - or, 
indeed, referred to at all - in Davies's writings after the 
date that he was apprised of their holding the position that 
the Holy See is vacant. They are now all definitely 
classified as "unpersons". 

In 1982 Davies devoted an article to the claim that the 
Holy See is vacant. This article, and one or two other 
comments made "en passant" elsewhere in his writings, until 
late 1986 represented Davies's position and the totality of 
his argument against "sedevacantism" and must therefore be 
subjected to analysis. We shall begin by examining the 
article, which was called "The Sedevacantists" and was 

43* "The danger to the Faith of those attending 
Tridentine Masses is far more likely to be present in certain 
so-called Traditionalist .. .chapels where the priests suggest 
that Pope John Paul II might not be a true Pooe . . ." 

44* "Frs." Baker and Jones are both in error on many 
essential points, but both recognize that the Holy See is 
vacant, and both have become victims of Davies's "silent" 
treatment, not because of their many errors, but as a result 
of holding one true position. 
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retr t h S e Pe neKt U ue . \ subsequent correction would of course 
i° L h at that could reasonably have been expected 
have been . the Production goes so far as to give a 
cutely "false "picture of the nature of "Sedevacant- 
?sm S ,*45 which it does by giving the impression that 
isedevacantism" is not merely a movement or a theological 
position, but an organized sect . Here is what it says: 

"In this incisive and exceedingly useful article, 
Michael Davies explains the sedevacantists [just as a 
scientist might 'explain' radio-waves or a dentist might 
•explain' toothaches!]. The recent illicit Consecration 
of three bishops, to say nothing of the attempt a little 
earlier of one of their number to assassinate the Pope, 
has highlighted this group. An outline of its origins 
and activities is called for. Michael Davies gives 
both." 

The reader ignorant of the subject will inevitably form 
from these words the conclusion that "sedevacantists" are a 
"group", led by three illicitly consecrated "bishops" who 
have despatched "one of their number" (presumably a fully 
paid-up member) "to assassinate the 'Pope'." This is not 
just libellous, it is sordid. It is sickeningly reminiscent 
of the tactics used by the most blatant and extreme heretics 
of the Conciliar Church against all "traditionalists". Such 
are the tactics which "Fr." Crane considers called for in 
order to neutralize the effects of the manifestation of a 
theological position hostile to his own - a position that has 
been arrived at, independently of one another, by many who 
are well able to rival his own or Michael Oavies's theo- 
logical competence, has been defended by writers endowed with 
at least as much erudition as those who commonly write in 
Christian Order, and is firmly believed by many (alas not all 
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equally orthodox on other points!) throughout the world. And 
33 we nave said, though Davies did not write the words, h<» 
made no protest at this deliberate mis reDresentat ion , and 
indeed, to all appearances, set out to rival his editor's 
dishonesty in the ensuing article. No, we do not suDDose 
that he consciously set out to rival his editor's dishonesty, 
but this is certainly what he achievedl - as the remainder 
of this chaoter will abundantly show. 

God Will Forgive Thuc-ltes 

We have decided that the observations with which Davies 
opens his article, as it is their tone rather than their 
theology which is objectionable, are best treated in the 
chapter devoted to Davies's "Dishonesty, Arrogance, Inanity, 
etc." and the reader will find this treatment on page 131. 
As far as this chapter is concerned, the first part of the 
article that calls for examination is Davies's assertion in 
relation to those involved in the illicit episcopal Consec- 
rations by "Archbishop" Thuc that, "if this is their honest 
belief, if they have searched their hearts and sincerely 
believe that, like Luther, they cannot act otherwise ( ' ich 
kann nicht anders') - then God will forgive them." Passing 
over the fact that Luther never said these words,* 46 look for 
a moment at Davies's bland assurance, "if this is their 
honest belief ... then God will forgive them." May God 
forgive him . For our part, we are unable to see the smallest 
iustif ication for an unqualified layman to take upon himself 
in a casual, almost offhand way, to declare patronisingly to 
his readers the terms upon which Almighty God is or is not 
prepared to forgive those who have broken His laws. We are 
not saying that the subject should not be discussed; it 
should. We are simply saying that, when it is discussed, it 
should be discussed thoroughly, to avoid giving any false 
impressions; that it should be discussed with delicacy, in 
view of the fact that the salvation of souls may be dependent 
upon what is said; and, above all, especially in the case of 
an untrained lay writer such as Michael Davies or ourselves, 
that it should be discussed in the light of authorities , who 
should be quoted . 

Davies complies with none of these principles. Instead 
he gives his reader a one-sentence summary of what is 
necessary to obtain God's forgiveness as casually as he might 
tell a visitor where to catch a 'bus home. And, of course, 
what he says is not true . Exemplifying the truth of 
Alexander Pope's maxim that "fools rush in where angels fear 
to tread," Davies, in abject ignorance of the subject which 
he is discussing, suggests that the mere belief or opinion 
that what one is doing is correct is all that matters, and 
that God will condemn no one who had such a conviction at the 
time of his sinful actions. Indeed he seems to imply even 
that Luther himself may have been in invincible ignorance of 
the truth of the Catholic Church! Alas, we fear that, 
barring a truly miraculous conversion, Davies will learn to 
his own cost on the Day of Judgement that "there is a way 
which seemeth just to a man, but the ends thereof lead to 
death." (Proverbs 14:12) Or, to put the same thought in 

46 * I.e. his alleged declaration at the Diet of Worms 
"Here I stand. I cannot do otherwise," now recognized as 
unhistorical even by Protestant historians. (See The Catholic 
Encyclopaedia (1913), vol. IX, p. 446) 
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a of Scriptural terms, he will discover 
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li l ii _ iU _ j _-,hT-r— '- ™* a Schismatic? 
Now let us move on to the theological arguments 
contained in the article. 

►ho first thing we note is that Davies begins his 
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n K d °c U! of St Pius X, but who has ironically since been 
! e f e o the' Society' for maintaining that the Holy See 
is, at least probably, vacant. The extract from "Fr." 
Sanborn* 48 which Davies quotes is as follows: 

"Schism in Canon Law is defined thus: 'If, finally, 
anyone denies that he is subject to the Supreme Pontiff, 
or if he refuses communion with those members of the 
Church who are subject to him, he is schismatic. ' That 
is a literal translation of Canon 1325 par. 2. I invite 
all and everyone to check my reference and to check my 
translation." 

Evidently Davies did not take "Fr." Sanborn up on his 
invitation, since anyone who checked "Fr." Sanborn's "literal 
translation" of Canon 1325/2 would have discovered that Canon 
1325/2 in fact refers to "one who refuses to be subject to 
the Supreme Pontiff..."; and there is a world of difference 
between defining a schismatic as one who " denies that he is 
subject to the Supreme Pontiff" and one who " refuses to be 
subject to the Supreme Pontiff." The latter, correct 
definition is objective, while the second is subjective. 
According to the erroneous definition provided by Sanborn 
and adopted by Davies, anyone who claims to be subject to the 
Roman Pontiff, however untrue his claim may in reality be, 
cannot be regarded as schismatic; whereas, according to the 
Church's own definition, whether or not a person is a 
schismatic does not depend on his personal opinion of whether 
or not he is subject to the Roman Pontiff, but upon the 
^T^Vk realit Y of the matter. However much a person may 
«h»i* ► ty ,.2, C submi "ion to the pope, if he fails to 
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is the use that Davies makes of the definition. This use, 
which does not depend on the substitution of "denies" for 
"refuses", is to proceed directly from it to the purportedly 
inevitable conclusion that those who reject the pontificate 
of John-Paul II are schismatics. 

And, of course, that is a complete begging of the 
question. That is to say, Davies has taken for granted, in 
order to reach his conclusion, what has yet to be proved - 
namely, the fact that John-Paul II is the Roman Pontiff. 
After perpetrating this fallacy, Davies suddenly wakes up to 
the fact that it is just too blatant for him to get away with 
it, and points out: 

"The Vietnamese Archbishop and the priests he has 
consecrated would probably claim that they wholeheart- 
edly accept the teaching expounded by Pr. Sanborn, but 
they would claim nevertheless that they are not 
schismatic as the Holy See is vacant at present, and 
therefore, as there is no Sovereign Pontiff, they cannot 
be accused of refusing communion with him." 

So far so good. Now we await the demonstration that the 
claim that the Holy See is vacant is incorrect. Indeed, 
since it is obviously the central point of this article, many 
of his readers will surely expect it to follow at once, now 
that it has been introduced in this way. But those who fall 
into the trap of allowing their hopes to be thus raised are 
immediately subjected to disappointment, for now Davies 
seems to leave the fallacy on ice for the time being in order 
to digress. This is how he proceeds: 

"Archbishop Ngo-Dinh-Thuc has in fact issued a 
public statement proclaiming that the Holy See is 
vacant. There are indications that illicitly consec- 
rated bishops may meet together and elect one of their 
number as 'Pope'. Those who claim that the Holy See is 
vacant are known as ' sedevacant ists ' (from the Latin 
'sede vacante', 'vacant see'). Archbishop Lefebvre has 
always repudiated this theory." 

Notice that these four successive sentences, which are 
all part of the same paragraph, have no logical connection 
with one another whatsoever. Davies is simply scattering his 
fire at random, unable to arrange one thought logically after 
another in order to construct an argument. So what, if Thuc 
has proclaimed the See vacant? So what, if a gang of pseudo- 
bishops plan to elect a pseudo-pope? So what, if "sede- 
vacantist" is derived from the Latin? So what, if a 
heretical retired French prelate does not accept this 
position? Let us allow the theoretical possibility that all 
these points are of the utmost relevance. The fact remains 
that Davies makes not the slightest attempt to tell us what 
relevance they have. His usual pellucid prose is markedly 
absent. 



Post Hoc Propter Hoc 

Next, Davies quotes a passage from Lefebvre to confirm 
what Lefebvre' s position on the matter is, as if this had 
some relevance. This passage includes the following gem: 

"They will soon be disposed to choose a 'pope' from 
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among themselves, which demonstrates that logically thig 
position leads to schism. 

Of course, this is the same fallacy again. One might as 
well say that ' th0 se who oppose abortion will eventually be 
T^d to assassinating abortionists, which demonstrates that 
opposition to abortion logically leads to murder. In reality 
?here is nothing logical about such reasoning at all, whether 
in Lefebvre's use of it or in our parallel. The position 
that the Holy See is vacant is certainly not refuted by the 
possibility that some of those who hold it may be driven to a 
orecipitate, uncanonical and invalid "papal election". But 
Lefebvre's words are nonetheless interesting in that it 
appears from them that he holds the view that "sedevacant- 
ists" would not become schismatics unless they were to elect 
an "alternative pope", which is in stark contrast with 
Davies's previously expressed view that they are schismatics 
already. 

Davies then draws attention once more to the attempt of 
"Fr." Juan Fernandez Krohn to assassinate John-Paul II, whom 
he refers to as "the Pope", although, as he is presumably 
conscious, whether Wojtyla has a right to this title is the 
very point under dispute and he has yet to prove it. Davies 
laments that: 

"...the enemies of the Society of St. Pius X will 
no doubt capitalize on the fact that the priest 
concerned had been a member of the Society implying 
that the Archbishop has some sympathy for the sede- 
vacantist theory - which is ironic when he is coming 
under so much fire for refuting it." 

Well, "refutation"* 49 is one word to use to describe 
Lefebvre's contorted and fallacious reasoning as found in the 
passage quoted above. To borrow a catch-phrase often used by 
Davies, it's a point of view. What, however, is much more 
than a point of view, and indeed quite certain, is that, 
whatever use the enemies of "the Society" may make of it, 
Davies himself is determined, in a very subtle way, to 
"capitalize" on Krohn's assassination attempt by drawing 
attention to the fact that this lunatic, who could never have 
been ordained in a Catholic seminary, but was ordained at 
Econe, happens to hold the view that the Holy See is vacant. 

Audi Alteram Parteml 
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there are grounds for doubt and that those who deny 
their legitimacy have the authority of weighty theo- 
logians on their side. It may be that John-Paul II and 
his three predecessors (or two) lost the papacy as these 
new Bishops believe by falling into heresy." 

Davies now considers that he has allowed the opposition 
to state their case, and he spends the rest of his article 
attempting to pull it to pieces for the benefit of his 
readers . 

First, he takes the question of whether a heretical pope 
would automatically forfeit his office. On this, his opening 
assertion is that "the Church has never made a definitive 
pronouncement upon this subject, and so we must take the 
consensus of theological opinion as our guide." 

Readers of Britons Catholic Library Letters will know 
that this is simply untrue, and that Paul IV's bull Cum Ex 
Apostolatus is undoubtedly "a definitive pronouncement upon 
this subject"* 51 as it deals expressly with the case of 
heretics elected to the papacy, and, by implication, with a 
pope who might fall into heresy after his election - if such 
a thing be possible. But although he suppresses this inform- 
ation, Davies does nevertheless go on to give the correct 
answer: 

"The answer is that a pope who pertinaciously 
embraced formal heresy would by the very fact be 
deprived of his office, as it is impossible to be a 
Catholic and a heretic at the same time, and the pope 
must be a Catholic." 

This is clear enough, but Davies is not prepared to 
leave it at that. 

51 * Regrettably it is not possible in this Dossier to 
devote as much space to this all-important Apostolic 
Constitution as it deserves, and interested readers are 
referred for its full (English) text and a comprehensive 
examination of it to our Letter No. 4 vol.3. At this point 
it must suffice for us to cite the part of it which is most 
relevant to Davies's extraordinary claim. This is taken from 
paragraph 6: 

"By this Our Constitution which is to remain valid 
in pe rpetu i ty . . . We enact, determine, decree and 
def ine . . . that if ever at any time it shall appear 
that... the Roman Pontiff, prior to his ... elevation as 
Roman Pontiff, has deviated from the Catholic Faith or 
fallen into some heresy: the promotion or elevation, 
even if it shall have been uncontested and by the 
unanimous consent of all the cardinals , shall be null, 
void and worthless; it shall not be possible for it to 
acquire validity. .. through the acceptance of office... 
nor through the putative enthronement of a Roman 
Pontif f . . . nor through the lapse of any period of time ... 
it shall not be held as partially legitimate in any 
way." 

The Constitution goes on, in paragraph 7, to authorize 
anyone, even "the laity", no matter how universally such an 
illegitimate pontiff might otherwise be accepted, "at any 
time to withdraw with impunity from obedience and devotion to 
those thus promoted or elevated and to avoid them as 
warlocks, heathens, publicans, and heresiarchs . " 
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"because" affords him a foothold from which to use his 
-private judgement" argument which was analysed in the 
previous chaoter. He is suggesting, in effect, that one can 
be certain of no fact, even in the natural order, unless it 
is taught by the Church. Thus, if the Church teaches that a 
heretic cannot be pope, Davies regards it nonetheless as a 
"private judgement", and not permissible, for a layman to say 
to himself: "Therefore, this particular heretic cannot be the 
pope. " 

As we have shown, this view is founded on a misunder- 
standing of what is meant by "private judgement" and is a 
travesty of the Church's teaching. The reason that the 
Church gives general rules and general teachings is precisely 
so that we can all use our God-given reason to apply these 
rules and teachings to particular situations as they arise. 
(See footnote 39 on pages 45-6 for Fr. Felix Sarda y 
Salvany's explanation of this point.) Those who say "a 
heretic cannot be pope, and this man is a heretic, but, of 
course, we must await the judgement of the Church before 
coming to the conclusion that he is not pope," are certainly 
not showing humble obedience to the teaching of the Church. 
On the contrary, they are showing contempt for her by 
refusing to apply her directives. The fact that the onus 
could even be placed on an uneducated layman to establish to 
his own satisfaction the invalidity of a particular putative 
pontificate is evident from Pope Paul IV s bull mentioned 
aoove. 



The Judge ment of a General Council 
Davies then continues: 
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Really? Once again, we have only Davies's word for 
this; and, once again, Davies's word cannot be relied on. It 
is true that theologians have hypothesized about how the 
entire Church might be informed of the vacancy of the Holy 
See in the event of a vacancy owing to heresy; but there has 
certainly never been a consensus that no one could know of 
the vacancy of the See until some official declaration had 
been made. For a start, those involved in making such a 
declaration or in summoning a council to discuss the matter 
would obviously have to know in advance that the See was 
vacant, for they would certainly have no power to summon and 
participate in a council over the head of a validly reigning 
pope. But in fact, though less obvious, it is equally 
certain that they would be no better off if it had already 
been established that the See was vacant because, since the 
1917 Code of Canon Law at the latest, it has been impossible 
to have a general council without a pope.* 52 Canon 222 
reads as follows: 

"(i) There can be no general council unless it is 
convoked by the Roman pontiff. 

"(ii) It is the right of the same Roman pontiff to 
preside, either in person or through others, over a 
general council, to determine and designate the matter 
to be discussed and in what order, to transfer, suspend 
or dissolve the Council and to confirm its decrees." 

Davies goes on to tell us that the general council would 
not be deposing the "pope" since it has no such authority and 
"we are forbidden by Vatican I to appeal from the authority 
of a pope to a general council." In reality, an appeal from 
the authority of a pope to a general council was forbidden as 
long ago as 1460 by Pope Pius II in his bull Execrabilis ; but 
anyhow it is difficult to see the relevance "of this , since 
the man in question, as Davies has already accepted, would 
not be the pope at all, as his loss of office would have 
taken place automatically . 

Davies continues as follows: 

"The sentence of the Council would not be judicial 
but declaratory, simply informing the faithful that the 
man occupying the See of Peter had ceased to be Pope 
due to obdurate heresy. But no such sentence has been 
passed upon any Pope subsequent to Pope Pius XII, and we 
have no right to regard them as anything but validly 
elected Popes who reigned lawfully, or are reigning 
lawfully. " 

The Duty of Submission to a Non-Pope 

Davies seems unaware of the enormity of what he is 
suggesting. He admits that the sentence of a council would 
not depose the heretical "pope" since, by virtue of his 



52 * In fact this has been the case for much longer than 
this, because, as Pope St. Gregory VII declared in the year 
1076, "No council may be called general without the instruct- 
ion of the pope" - see Ven. Cardinal Baronius: Annales, 
vol. XI, p. 424. Evidently this rule was not new in the 
eleventh century and there is every reason to presume that it 
is either apostolic or Divine in origin. 
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heresy, he would already have ceased to be pope; but he 
insists that, prior to the sentence of a council (which, a * 
we have already seen, is an impossibility), the faithful 
"have no right to regard" heretical claimants to the papacy 
"as anything but validly elected Popes." In other words, if 
a man has been elected to the Holy See by the cardinals, 
Davies will never admit that he is not a lawfully elected and 
reigning pope until he is informed of this fact by a general 
council, even if in the meantime the "pope" in question i 3 
pouring out the most blatant heresies every time he opens his 
mouth. Of course, since the individual is, as Davies admits, 
not in fact the pope, he could meanwhile be wrecking the 
Church, changing all the rites, destroying the faith of 
hundreds of millions, performing invalid canonizations, and 
much else; but Davies requires all the faithful, by a pious 
fiction, to submit to regarding a man as pope even if he is 
not pope. In other words, he is telling U9 that the Church 
not only permits but actually requires the faithful to accept 
as true something which is quite definitely not true. And if 
Davies were consistent with his own principles, this would 
mean that he would be obliged provisionally to acknowledge as 
valid the election of a heretic, no matter how blatant, to 
the papacy - even if the Protestant Archbishop of Canterbury 
himself were elected, which, given the hyper-oecumenism of 
most of those whom Davies accepts as cardinals of the 
Catholic Church, is perhaps not as far-fetched a possibility 
as it sounds. 



Practical Consequences 
Davies proceeds as follows: 

"Let us now examine some of the practical con- 
sequences of the sedevacantist theory. These are 
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"IF John-Paul IT is nob Pope, Jesus Christ is not God" 

So far, everything that Davies has said has at least 
been logical (with the important exception of his assumption 
that the cardinals appointed by Pope Pius XII*53 are 30 mehow 
immune to loss of office despite their Dublic acceotance of 
the heresies that proliferate in the Conciliar Church). But 
what follows is completely illogical and unfortunately sets 
the tone for the remainder of the article. 

"...and the papacy will have come to an end - which 
would mean, in fact, that the Divine promises of Our 
Lord had failed, which would mean that He could not have 
been Divine, and there never would have been a Catholic 
Church. Archbishop Lefebvre has indeed been wise to 
point out the grave consequences of the sedevacantist 
theory. " 

In the fir9t place, while it is true that many "sede- 
vacantlsts" have attempted to escape from the force of 
Davies's objections on this score by arguing that in extreme 
circumstances it is possible for a pope to be elected by non- 
cardinals, it is also true that this avenue of escape is not 
available and that - in the absence of some hitherto unknown 
and highly improbable factor, such as an as yet undiscovered 
decree of Pope Pius XII providing for non-cardinalatial 
election in such circumstances as those in which we find 
ourselves - they are definitely wrong. For by the present 
law of the Church, such a view is canonically and theo- 
logically indefensible, as we have shown in our published 
Letters.* 54 More important, such an avenue of escape is 
also unnecessary, for all that needs to be said in answer to 

53 * of whom, at the time of writing, only "Cardinal" 
Paul-Emile Leger is still alive. 

54 * See, for instance, Letter No. 2 , pages 67 ff. 
Briefly, the reason for this is that the law of the Church 
does not recognize the validity of any papal election not 
conducted by cardinals, and, while several theories have 
been defended by theologians explaining some method or other 
whereby, if all the cardinals were wiped out together, some 
other category could elect the pope, these theories are 
wholly insufficient to establish the validity of the 
extraordinary elections they postulate. The two main reasons 
for their insufficiency are: 

(a) that the alternative electors they suggest (the 
two main groups being the bishops and the clergy of 
Rome) have today fallen out of the Church quite as 
definitively as the cardinals; and 

(b) that their theories are at best only probable 
and, therefore, in the light of the canonical axiom that 
"a doubtful pope is no pope," are of no practical value. 
Understood in the sense that "a Roman pontiff whose 
canonical election is uncertain and concerning which, 
after careful examination, positive and solid doubts 
exist, has definitely never received papal -jurisdiction 
from Christ Our Lord," this axiom is stated by Wernz- 
Vidal's Jus Canonicum - generally recognized as the 
finest canonical commentary to appear since the 1917 
Code - to express "a doctrine which is completely 
s"o"und." (Vol.11, De Rebus , sect. II, tit. VII, cap.l, 
art. 4) 
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ion, on his part, of those words of Our Lord. The obvious 
meaning of them, confirmed by many Fathers of the Church, is 
that Our Lord founded His Church upon the first pope and 
promised that the Church would never be conquered by Satan. 
He definitely did not promise that the "gates of Hell" would 
never succeed in securing the invalid election of a heretic 
to the Holy See, or that there would always be a reigning 
pope to lead the Church; nor has any pope, Father, or Doctor 
of the Church ever suggested that he did. 

It is conceivable, one must suppose, that Davies has in 
mind, not Matthew 16:18, but the only other promise made by 
Our Lord which might be considered relevant; that is, His 
promise of papal infallibility. But all that is meant by 
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laws is necessarily false. In fact, he uses a stronqer 
expression than "false": here are his exact words. 

"There is by no means complete harmony among the 
sedevacantists, and it is far from impossible that we 
shall eventually see several rival sedevacant i s t 
'pooes' anathematizing each other from different oarts 
of the world... Could any true Catholic, any one with a 
sense of what it means to be a Catholic, give any 
consideration, let alone serious consideration to such 
madness? T have no doubt that it is diabolically- 
inspired madness." 

Because some of those who hold the belief that the Holy 
See is vacant could well conduct an obviously invalid "oapal 
election", with the result that the collection of heretical 
non-popes, consisting today, as far as we know, of John-Paul 
II in Rome, Gregory XVIT in Soain, Emmanuel I in Italy and 
another pretender in Canada, may be joined by one or several 
more, Davies concludes that all those who hold the view that 
the Holy See is vacant are guilty of "diabolically-insoired 
madness". Such a blatant piece of fallacious reasoning 
would certainly not have escaped Davies's attention if it had 
been used against him by a representative of the Modernist 
wing of the Conciliar Church. It amounts to saying that it 
is possible to reject a position without even considering the 
arguments supporting it, because some of those who hold it 
may at some stage in the future be tempted to hold a 
different, evidently untenable, oosition. 

Evidently this is no more logical than the concept of a 
"sedevacantist pope" with which Davies menaces us - a patent 
contradiction in terms. But the reason for such a super- 
abundance of sloppy and fallacious reasoning may well be that 
it is not really on the basis of his logic that Davies is 
expecting his readers to agree with him: certainly he aooears 
to think that his own authority is sufficient for this 
ourDose even when unsupported by any effort at argument, for 
he says " I_ have no doubt that it is diabolically-insoired 
madness" and "I_ have no doubt at all that at present Satan is 
concentrating his efforts uDon the traditionalist movement 
with very great success." We may certainly agree with the 
last sentiment quoted, but the fact that this is Davies's 
opinion is obviously not in the slightest degree relevant, 
and no one but a megalomaniac would have included among the 
"evidence" in an article on controverted theological 
questions, his own opinions on the subject in question. 

A Dearth of Weighty Theologians 

Later in his article Davies writes: 

"I would like to make two further comments 
concerning the O.R.C.M. article. Firstly, I have not 
heard of any 'weighty theologians' who uohold the 
sedevacantist theory, just as I do not know of a single 
weighty theologian who thinks that the New Mass is 
invalid oer se in either its Latin or English version. 
Nor do I know of any instance which could justify 
accusing one of the four oopes subsequent to Pope Pius 
XII of formal heresy." 

It is impossible to deny that the number of weighty 
theologians who hold the view that the Holy See is currently 
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weighty ones also to contrast them with) and to check 
directly with the individuals in question what genuine claim 
they have to be considered even "auctores probati" ( approved 
authors) let alone "auctores gravis nominis" ( weigh ty 
authors). Relevant to this question is the fact that no 
theological author not expressly recognized as such by the 
Church can be considered even merely "approved" unless he 
enjoys "common reputat ion . . . to this effect." (Pr. P.S. 
Miaskiewicz J. CD.: Supplied Jurisdiction , p. 201, Catholic 
University of America, 1940) 

Affected Ignorance? 

In reality, the assertion that Davies does not know "of 
any instances which could justify accusing one of the four 
Popes [sic] subsequent to Pope Pius XII of formal heresy" is 
simply dishonest. As we have already seen, Davies himself 
has drawn attention to some of their heresies and made it 
clear that they contradict previous teaching of the Church, 
but has carefully shied away from considering the question of 
whether they are (a) merely erroneous or (b) actually 
heretical. In other words, if he was ignorant of such 
instances of heresy at the time that he wrote this article, 
his ignorance was certainly not invincible. 

But deeper insight into the standards of scholarly 
integrity and objectivity which Davies observes is gained 
from the fact that, since he wrote the article, such heresies 
have been pointed out to him from countless different sources 
and have been thoroughly documented in writings which have 
been widely available , and of which Davies could have 
avoided taking notice only if he was determined to bury his 
head in the sand. 

Indeed, the present writer was one of those who adduced 
some instances of heresy for him, in a letter dated April 
1983. 

To quote those parts of the letter in which the recent 
claimants to the papacy were convicted of heresy would 
involve duplication of evidence produced elsewhere in this 
chapter, but the letter reproduced two passages of heretical 
import contained in the decree on religious liberty and, by 
contrasting them with previous papal teachings, showed them 
to be heretical: "The doctrine of freedom of conscience and 
religious liberty is condemned heresy," was its conclusion. 

And Davies' s reaction to this letter was... - complete 
silence; silence which exposes more eloquently than any words 
we could find the utter mendacity of his assertion that "if 
anyone knows of a case where one of these popes has formally 
and pertinaciously contradicted the defined teaching of the 
Church, I would be interested to know of it." 

The Ordinary Magisterium: Divinely Guaranteed 
Source of Falsehood 

It is not the least remarkable feature of this veritable 
catalogue of outrageous offences committed against truth and 
logic, from which we have just been quoting, that - one might 
almost think with consciously dramatic purpose on the part of 
Davies - the greatest outrage of all is reserved for the 
very end of his article. There we read as follows: 
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teach ng" or otherwise, is completely unfounded. And what is 
even less credible - if anything can be less credible than 
something which is already wholly incredible - is that the 
Ordinary Magisterium could teach an error previously 
condemned by the Church in a document recognized as infal- 
lible by all serious theologians, as is Quanta Cura . In 
fact, the assertion that "the Magisterium can eventually 
correct such an error without compromising itself" is 
obviously absurd. The word "Magisterium" means "teaching 
authority" and how can it be suggested that any teaching 
authority could admit that it had taught a glaring error and 
retract it without diminishing the status of its authority? 

An Apparent Incompatibility 

And - although what we say is true, will we ever brinq 
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afterwards in Davies's article manages to be even worse... 
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another as definitely as black is the ooposite of white 
Davies's fantasy, by contrast to the reality, is that it has 
not yet been "oroved conclusively" that black is the oooosite 
of white; instead that, in his ooinion, black "appears 
incompatible" with white. And this is no oarticalarly 
serious problem. It simDly means that the Maqisterium will 
eventually - what do the confused faithful do in the 
meantime? one wonders - have either to exolain how black is 
the same as white, or else admit that black is not white. At 
the moment, of course, the Vatican's policy is to "avoid 
comparisons between black and white ( Quanta Cura and 
Dignitatis Humanae ) at any cost. But in the unlikely event 
of its ever making a declaration on the subiect, the 
declaration would either have to maintain the self-evidently 
false proposition that the two documents are compatible (i.e. 
that black is white) or would have to admit having previously 
taught error; for it would have to discard either Quanta 
Cura or Dignitatis Humanae - a course which would obviously 
inspire no confidence that the decision then made would not 
itself be reversed at some future point. 

A More Than Apparent Incompatibility 

However, one is forced to suspect that Davies has 
adopted this position merely in order to justify the stance 
in relation to the Holy See which he is maintaining in his 
article; for it was certainly not his position two years 
earlier in 1980 when he wrote his pamphlet Archbishop 
Lefebvre and Religious Liberty . There, on page 9, he wrote 
thus : 

"It [the most blatantly un-Catholic section of the 
Declaration on Religious Liberty] could certainly be 
considered the most important article in any document of 
the Council as, until it is corrected by the Magisterium 
[ 1 1 , it represents not simply a contradiction of 
consistently re-iterated and possibly f!l infallible , 
papal teaching but an implicit repudiation of the 
kingship of Christ . " 

And on page 10 he wrote, in connection with the 
heretical sentence of the Declaration: 

"The sentence just cited is, then, neither in 
harmony with the revealed word of God nor reason." 

It seems, therefore, that: 

(a) When the occupancy of the Holy See is not at 
stake, Davies is prepared to face reality and admit that 
the controversial passage in the Decla rat i on on 
Religious Liberty is definitely erroneous and in 
conflict with Divine revelation (i.e. heretical); but 

(b) When he realizes that recognition of this fact 
may lead to the conclusion that the Holy See is vacant, 
he at once exercises what George Orwell calls "protect- 
ive stupidity"* 56 and denies the clear evidence of his 
own reason by saying that the error is not "proved 



56* Nineteen Eighty Four . (Page 170 in the Penguin 
edition) 
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roHorthis C nrw C doctrine n ?s /om'patible with the old 
octrine " what he knows that his fellow-subversives will 
understand by those words is that the new doctrine . quite 
evidently neither is nor can be compatible with the old 
doctrine, but that he is hoping that, by implying that a 
reconciliation may "one day" be discovered, people will be 
prepared to give him and his heresy the benefit of the doubt 
in the interim? 

With regard to Davies's suggestion that the Magisterium 
can teach error and then acknowledge and retract its mistake, 
we have already made the facts clear. In the passage just 
quoted, he conveys the impression that such a course on the 
oart of the Magisterium is not only a theological dos- 
sibility, but even a relatively routine affair, of which the 
mechanics can be taken for granted. Nonchalantly he informs 
us of the supposed procedure by which the Magisterium will 
evaluate the objections made to the Declaration and... if 
rrM';'?'" 11 /^ lt U not cora Patible and oroceed to 
IVtUr JXa * *, fr c° m What he sa * s ' those wh ° do not know 
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is necessary forcibly to remind oneself that the author is 

Sir? R.Sn'r YW ^ e h e J^" 1 "*' not ** * neo-Modernist of tne 
Karl Rahner school, but as - in the words of one of the 
reviews quoted on the cover of Cranmer's Godlv Qrd.r - 4h 
most brilliant oolemicist of the right." 

Further Titbits 

«mu TH 3 concludes ^r consideration of Davies's article on 
"The Sedevacantists", and before we proceed to consider his 
other manor article on the occupancy or otherwise of the Holv 
See, it seems appropriate at this point to comment on one or 
two extracts from his other writings which touch on the same 
subject . 

We turn to the first volume of Apologia P ro Marcel 
Lefebvre . On page 188 he writes: 

"Many episcopates, which declare themselves to be 
in communion with the Pope, and whom the Pooe does not 
reject from his communion, are objectively outside the 
Catholic communion." 

Then he goes on to mention specifically the eDiscopate 
of Holland and the episcopate of France as having departed 
from Catholic communion as a result of heresy, and comments: 

"There is no question here of some handful of 
marginal dissidents as the Pope [Paul VI 1 insinuates in 
his allocution. There is the question of the greater 
part of the actual holders of the Apostolic succession. 
Legitimate holders? Yes, but prevaricators, deserters, 
impostors . " 

Within the space of a few lines, therefore, Davies has 
asserted: 

(a) that the majority of contemporary bishops are 
"objectively outside the Catholic communion;" but, in 
the same breath, 

(b) that they are at the same time "legitimate;" 
and, as if this were not enough, in the next breath, 

(c) that while not ceasing to be legitimate holders 
of the episcopal office, they are also "deserters" and 
"impostors . " 

It seems that Davies's only consistent feature is his 
inconsistency. 

On pages 416 and 417 of the same work, Davies devotes a 
short consideration to the hypothesis of a heretical pope. 
He reaches no definite conclusion on the subject himself, but 
he does mention the correct doctrine, namely that a heretical 
pope would automatically cease to be pope at the same time as 
he would automatically cease to be a member of the Church, 
attributing this doctrine to "one school of thought, 
represented by St. Robert Beilarmine." What, interestingly, 

"evaluate" the "conscientious dissent" of the liberals and 
change its infallible mind on this topic as well as on that 
of religious liberty? 
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Davies comments on this as follows: 

-It is an indisputable fact that never in the 
history of the Church has any pope presided over so 
wholesale an abolition of traditional customs and 
ceremonies as Pope Paul VI." 

Davies could have gone further, and pointed out that 
with the single exception of Benediction of the Blessed 
Sacrament, which Montini was content to nullify by invalid- 
ating the Mass, there is no liturgical ceremony of the Church 
which he did not abolish or alter. And of course, thi9 means 
that, in the opinion of Suarez, Paul VI was a schismatic and 
therefore outside the Church. 

And, having quoted such a crucial passage from such a 
distinguished theologian, what use does Davies then make of 
inI«M„J unbelievably, he completely passes over the 
Svl° e ^ eth ! r Paul VI y as In fact a schismatic, and 
coind^^ a true pope can give a 
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last is in fact the dut^r of all Catholics; and those who 
follow Davies s example and advice by rejecting a reasonable 
theory out of hand and shrinking from serious examination of 
the evidence for it will certainly not be able to plead on 
the Day of Judgement that their ignorance was invincible. 

Communist Tactics 

Writing in The Remnant on 15th June 1986, Davies 
informed his readers that those who reject John-Paul II as 
the legitimate pope 

"...are men who are to be pitied and prayed for 
rather than answered." 

Certainly there exists a "nut-case" category of souls so 
impervious to reason that the attempt to persuade them by 
logic to abandon their errors is a forlorn one and not worth 
embarking on, but it is not immediately clear why all those 
who consider John-Paul II to be a heretic and ineligible to 
be pope must necessarily be classified along with them. 
There is, after all, at the very least a "prima facie" case 
for accusing Wojtyla of heresy (whether the Vatican II 
religious liberty doctrine falls into this category is, after 
all, actually discussed in Davies's own writings, and there 
are countless other examples), and there is a law in the Code 
of Canon Law (Canon 1 88/4 ) and a weighty papal bull ( Cum Ex 
Apostolatus ) confirming the common opinion of theologians 
that a pope cannot retain his office if he shall fall into 
heresy. 

We invite our readers to reflect on the unmistakably 
sneering tone of Davies's sentence that we have just quoted 
- it cannot even be argued that he is charitably touting for 
pity and prayers for those who reject John-Paul II, for " are 
to be pitied and prayed for rather than..." is a description 
rather than a request. And it should not be forgotten that 
one of the favourite Communist methods for silencing 
criticism is publicly to brand its opponents with the stigma 
of insanity or similar, a tactic the use of which by the 
Conciliar Church has on more than one occasion been doc- 
umented. We might add, too, that St. Thomas Aquinas quotes 
thousands upon thousands of erroneous "objections" to his 
various teachings in his massive Summa Theologiae , but to not 
a single such objection, however absurd, is the Angelic 
Doctor's reply, "those who hold this opinion are not worthy 
of an answer and deserve only pity and prayer," or anything 
remotely resembling that reply. 



It seems, moreover, that Davies himself did not 
sincerely believe what he had said, for in 1986 there was an 
about-face and he decided once more to "answer" the "sede- 
vacantist" case. 

Our discussion of this treatment by him of the case will 
involve us in a certain amount of historical background 
concerning correspondence between, on the one hand, N.M.G. 
and J.S.D. of Britons Catholic Library, and on the other, the 
late Mr. Hamish Fraser, editor of Approaches (a pseudo- 
traditionalist periodical which is denounced in our Letter 
No.l and has now been replaced by a similar but less 
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(b) to see if Fraser might furnish any useful 
authorities affirming the collective responsibility of 
the Jews for the horrendous crime of deicide - which was 
not unlikely in view of the subject's falling more 
within Fraser's sphere of competence than our own. 

Predictably - to those who have discussed the subject of 

whether or not the Holy See is vacant with Fraser before - 

his response, dated 19th April, evaded the question. Doing 

his best to divert attention from it, he pointed out instead 

the extraordinary disposition of Divine Providence according 

to which the "First Reading" of the Novus Ordo, on the very 

day that John-Paul exculpated the Jews, constituted a clear 

refutation of his words, including as it did the statement of 

\ *? T t ? 5 he Jews that (t0 <J uote the version Fraser 
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reply would be essentially that of the late Pere JoseDh 
de Sainte Marie 0. Carol..." 

And at the foot of the page, Fraser quoted in French the 
following statement by this French "theologian" of the 
Conciliar Church, which we have rendered into English: 

"Some people think that they can justify their 
indiscriminate attitude by convincing themselves that 
the bishops - and the pope, the Abbe de Nantes adds - 
are heretics, and have consequently cut themselves off 
from communion with the Church. They must be reminded 
that only the formal sin of heresy or schism has the 
effect of excommunication, and not error in good faith. 
And in order for the sin of heresy or schism to be 
formal, the person who is materially in error must have 
been admonished by the hierarchy and called upon to 
retract his error or disobedience. As the hierarchy has 
today given up complying with this duty, the sin of 
schism or heresy is not consummated, nor, consequently, 
is communion with the Church broken." ( Lettre a un Ami , 
no. 16, 24th March 1975) 

Now this is all very well; or at least it would be if it 
were true. But it is not. It just is not. A3 readers of 
Britons Catholic Library Letters will know, the theory that 
formal heresy is not verified unless canonical warnings are 
given was invented by certain unscrupulous "traditionalists" 
in the post-Vatican II era to justify their continued 
allegiance to Paul VI and John-Paul II . In reality the Code 
of Canon Law itself makes clear that the only essential 
features of the crime of heresy are error in the intellect 
(either doubt or denial concerning one or more dogmas) and 
pertinacity in the will - i.e. obstinacy in this position 
despite awareness that it is contrary to the teaching of the 
Church. Canonical warnings are called for only when someone 
is " suspect of heresy". When there is no doubt that he is a 
heretic, the warning would be superfluous. Moreover, even 
when the person is only suspected of heresy, the necessary 
warnings can be administered by anyone at all - there is no 
need for the hierarchy to be involved. 

The obvious next step for N.M.G. to take, therefore, was 
to write again to Fraser asking him to supply authority for 
Pere Joseph's assertion. Here is the full text of N.M.G.'s 
letter dated 2nd May 1986: 

"Dear Hamish, 

"Many thanks for your letter incorporating a 
photocopy of the passage by the late Pere Joseph. 

"If he is right in asserting that one does not 
become a formal heretic, and subject to the penalties 
applicable to formal heretics, unless and until one has 
received canonical warning(s), those who believe that 
the Holy See is vacant do not have a leg to stand on. 
However, is he right? His assertion is not new to me, 
of course, and I and others have searched diligently and 
for some time for authority supporting his assertion; 
but have found none. On the contrary, all my searches, 
which include all the recognized commentaries on Canon 
Law, papal statements, Fathers and Doctors of the 
Church, other recognized theologians, etc. (pre-Vatican 
II, of course) have indicated that the very opposite is 
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-Would it be a good idea to raise this whole 
question in a future Approaches ? 

"I look forward to hearing from you. 

"Yours sincerely, 



Hamish Fraser's undated reply to N.M.G. 's request for 
some authority supDorting his Dosition was as follows: 

"Dear Martin, 

"I make no claim whatever to expertise whether in 
theology or Canon Law. However, given the definition of 
a heretic in Canon Law (1917)* and since one can no more 
live outwith the law of the Church than jump over one's 
own head, I can't see what is your problem... 



(...) 



"Hamish" 
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in 1980 by Mr. Michael Davies, a teacher and Dart-time 
writer. Thus, when it comes to it, the only available 
authority in support of the word of a member of the teachinq 
profession who is in the Conciliar Church is the word of 
another member of the teaching profession who is in the 
Conciliar Church, neither of whom, to the best of our 
knowledge, is endowed with infallibility. And Praser accused 
us of trying to jump over our own heads! 

N.M.G.'s next effort to pin Fraser down was dated 27th 
May:- 

"Dear Hamish, 

"Many thanks for your letter. In the second 
sentence you said: 'Given the definition of a heretic in 
Canon Law (1917) and since one can no more live outwith 
[which I presume i9 Scots for 'outside'] the law of the 
Church than jump over one's own head, I can't see your 
problem. ' 

"I fully agree that it is impossible to live 
outwith or outside the Catholic Church. 

"However, you referred me to Michael Davies's 
article which contained the astounding words: 'A heretic 
according to the Code of Canon Law is one who, having 
said, written or given a teaching contrary to Catholic 
truth, refuses to admit and retract his error after he 
has been warned canonically that he must do so.' I do 
not know where Michael Davies gets this 'Canon Law 
definition' of a heretic from, but it was certainly not 
in the 1917 Code itself nor in any commentary on the 
Code. The facts are quite otherwise. 

"I enclose a copy of Canon 1325 in Latin, together 
with Fr. Augustine's commentary on it which is one of 
the fullest commentaries to have been written in 
English, and I invite you to find any reference to 
refusal to retract or to canonical warnings, either in 
this canon or in any canon in the Code , which could 
conceivably be applicable (...) That paragraph by 
Michael Davies is quite simply an invention, and 
moreover an invention of an extremely serious matter. 
He says it is 'proof' of his assertion that 'thus no 
prelate is a formal heretic within the terms of the Code 
of Canon Law. ' 

"(Both quotations from Michael Davies are from page 
11 of the Approaches No. 71 that you enclosed.) 

"I hope for your comments on the above. 

"Yours sincerely, 

"Martin" 

The correspondence continued with the following note to 
N.M.G. from Fraser, in which the latter "passes the buck" to 
Davies :- 

"Dear Martin, 

"Many thanks for your letter and enclosures, copies 
of which I have forwarded to Michael Davies. 
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On July 10th Fraser wrote as follows: 

"As it happened I had sent on your letter etc. to 
Michael Davies just as he was doing a piece, The Divine 
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araended to deal with the points you naa made. It will 
be included in Approaches 93-4, now in course of 
preparation. Therefore, when you get it you 11 be able 
to see what in effect is his reply." 

On 14th July N.M.G. wrote to Fraser asking if he would 

be Kind enough to let him have an advance copy of the Davies 

article, and on 19th July a copy duly arrived. One of the 

roost noteworthy features of this essay by Davies, and a 

feature which was immediately apparent as we read through our 

advance copy, was that, in addition to including, as one 

could have safely expected, many examples of the slapdash 

scholarship and faulty theology that permeate all of Davies' s 

writings, it was even defective in the very areas in which 

Davies s writings are generally admirable - namely prose 
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of heresy (excommunication, loss of office, etc.) take place 
We quote this passage in full: 

"Once the crime of heresy becomes public, even 
though it incurs ipso facto excommunication, the censure 
incurred must be made public. A judicial examination of 
the crime takes place, and a formal declaration 
(declaratory sentence) is made that the delinquent has 
incurred censure. This involves the question as to 
whether the crime of heresy requires an admonition from 
the competent authority within the Church before the 
penalty of excommunication is pronounced. The old Code 
of Canon Law does not state this specifically, but an 
eminent theologian has assured me that this was the case 
in practice. It is evident that if a sentence was to be 
pronounced the person involved would be informed, and 
that if he then abjured his heresy he would escape 
censure. " 

Aha I The truth has been allowed to creep out. After 
blithely telling his readers for years (e.g. in Approaches 
No. 77 quoted above) that the Code of Canon Law defines a 
heretic as one who has received" "canonical warnings" and 
resisted them, at last Davies admits the truth that "the old 
Code of Canon Law does not state this specifically," though 
he did not take the obvious next step of acknowledging that 
he had misled his readers in former pronouncements he had 
made on the subject. Nor, for that matter, did he make a 
further sacrifice of pride to truthfulness and inform his 
readers that the Code not only "does not state this 'specif- 
ically'", but does not say it non -spec if ically either. But 
what he does do is give us at least what we have so long been 
waiting and asking for, namely an authority - to wit, "an 
eminent theologian"! Thus the words of Hamish Fraser are 
vouched for by Pere Joseph, and the words of Pere Joseph are 
vouched for by Michael Davies, and the words of Michael 
Davies are vouched for by an anonymous theologian, whose 
credentials are, in turn, vouched for by Michael Davies. 

But Davies 's readers are not permitted to know who the 
anonymous theologian is, and consequently are prevented from 
independently examining the theologian's credentials to 
establish whether or not Davies's esteem for him is well- 
founded. So, at bottom, the fact is that Hamish Fraser is 
standing on the shoulders of Pere Joseph, and Pere Joseph is 
standing on the shoulders of Michael Davies, and Michael 
Davies is standing on his own shoulders - but since it is no 
more possible to stand on one's own shoulders than it is, in 
Hamish Fraser's vivid metaphor, "to jump over one's own 
head," the entire column of mutually dependent warriors 
collapses to the ground in confusion. 

N.M.G. thought it more prudent not to point out the 
absurdity of the whole affair to Fraser at this stage, for we 
were hoping against hope that Fraser might publish one of our 
letters, together with a (doubtless typically inadequate) 
rejoinder from Michael Davies, thus making the truth 
available to a more extensive readership than would otherwise 
have been the case. Consequently, N.M.G. replied (on 8th 
August) in the following terms: 

"Dear Hamish, 

"I am so sorry for my delay in answering your 
letter of 19th July, in which you very kindly enclosed 
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"Contrary to what Davies says, the facts on this 
point of Canon Law are explicitly covered in the 1917 
Code. And what the Code indicates is that what Davies 
^lyl* is undoubtedly correct in respect of an occult 
heretic, for Canon 2314 makes it clear that, while all 
heretics are excommunicated 'ipso facto', an occult 
heretic would not lose his offices until the competent 
authority imposed this penalty on him. But public 
heretics do not come under this canon. They come under 
Canon 188/4, which expressly says, of those who publicly 
defect from the Faith, that they lose all their offices 
'ipso facto' and ' without any declaration '. 

"By way of authority for this assertion, Jone's 
Commentary on the Code of Canon Law , paraphrasing Canon 
188/4, says that public heresy leads to all offices 
becoming vacant automatically, while 'on account of 
defection [from the Faith] which is not public, loss of 
^Lpini 8 • r eed w ira P° sed but must"bl inflicted by a 
L r»" ,° the ^ WOrds what Michael Davies claims 
to be universal is only particular , to occult heretics. 

"The distinction is completely clearly drawn. 
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Faith, but to apostasy, defection from the Faith. An 
apostate who has totally abandoned the Catholic Faith is 
deemed to have resigned. As one of the canon lawyers I 
consulted remarked concerning this Canon: 'If a bishop 
Doins the Baptists he ceases to be bishop of the 
diocese. ' * 

"I would be very interested in seeing a photocopy 
of the relevant passage from Jone's Commentary which, 
you say, interprets Canon 188/4 as referring not to 
complete apostasy but to heresy. I would then submit it 
to the same canonist for his opinion. Should it 
transpire that you are correct, I will ensure that ray 
booklet is amended in subsequent editions and that a 
correction is published in Approaches . 

"Needless to say, the whole question is to some 
extent merely academic, as the old Code is no longer in 
force, and, of course, no one has to the best of my 
knowledge, been able to cite an instance of the 
pertinacious denial of a de fide doctrine on the part of 
the Pope. 

"All good wishes, 

"Michael" 

The following reply, composed by N.M.G. and J.S.D., was 
sent on 8th October 1986: 

"Dear Michael, 

"Many thanks for your letter of 19th September on 
the subject of Canon 188/4 of the 1917 Code of Canon 
Law. I too was away at the time that your letter 
arrived, so I hope that you will forgive the delay in 
responding to it. I was very pleased to be able to 
discuss the topic with you because one thing I am sure 
of is that, whether my position in respect of John-Paul 
II is right or wrong, I am certainly not alone in 
holding it, and I do not think that the argument based 
on Canon 188/4 has really been given satisfactory 
treatment by any defender of the validity of John-Paul 
II 's pontificate. 

"Before I address the key question of whether the 
words 'a catholica fide publice defecerit ' * 60 refer to 
heretics or only to apostates, may I clear up what I 

60 * These words are part of Canon 188/4, which 
states, as readers will recall, that "if a cleric publicly 
defects from the Catholic Faith, all his offices become 
vacant by tacit resignation accepted by the law itself, 
automatically and without any declaration ." (This footnote 
was not part of the original letter sent to Davies, but has 
been added subsequently for the benefit of readers of this 
Dossier. ) 
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qUq ht confusion in your letter on the 

"You wrote: 

* ,cr-*nd it [Canon 188/4] does not refer 
-«I ""^erstand it I ^ an article of fche 

to heresy, the " t ] y defection from the Faith. 
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An apostate who has tota Y Ag Qne of 

Faith is deemed tc have J fked concerning thig 

llZ-nVl 8 bi.ho° : "ins ^Baptists he ceases to 
be the bishop of the diocese.' 

-It appears from this paragraph that you understand 
the word Apostate' to apply, for instance, to someone 
who leaves the Catholic Church and becomes a Baptist, 
and that you are restricting the connotation of the term 
■Seretic' to those who reject one article of the Faith 
while not admitting that they have left the Church or 
become members of another religion. 

"In fact the terms are somewhat differently defined 
in Canon 1325/2 of the 1917 Code itself, and it is 
obviously those definitions which should be followed. 
According to this canon, a heretic is anyone who 
'pertinaciously denies or doubts any of the truths which 
must be believed with Divine and Catholic faith, while 
continuing to call himself a Christian;' and the same 
source defines an apostate as one who has 'totally 
withdrawn from the Christian Faith.' 

"Thus a Catholic who became a Baptist would be a 
heretic just as much as one who denied the Assumption 
while continuing to call himself a Catholic. He would 
not be an apostate according to the Canon Law definition 

h nrfnnr .J" **°*fr tB would be someone who became a 

Hindu or an atheist.* 61 
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sense of those who completely abandon Christianity or in 
the sense of those who forsake Catholicism to join a 
'Christian' sect. 

"I think that the enclosed photocopies* 62 show 
that there is really no doubt about the matter. All the 
authors agree with Jone who writes, under Canon 188/4, 
that 'defection from the Faith is contained in apostasy 
and heresy . ' The only disputed question is whether pure 
schism (without the almost inevitably concomitant 
heresy) constitutes 'defection from the Catholic Faith', 
on which subject the more common opinion is in the 
negative. 

"I don't suppose that there is any dispute between 
us about the fact that heresy is committed by denial (or 
positive doubt) of any truth-to-be-believed-with-Divine- 
and-Catholic-f aith, and not only by joining a non- 
Catholic sect; but I thought it worth noting that Mgr. 
Sipos, on page 608 of his Enchiridion Juris Canonici , of 
which I enclose a copy, states this explicitly. 'But it 
is not required that a heretic join any heretic sect.' 
You will notice that, in the case of Fr. Jone and 
several other authors, it is necessary to refer to what 
they write about Canon 2314 as well as Canon 188/4 to 
obtain a clear picture of their doctrine. 

"As I expect you already realise, I do not agree 
with your statement that 'the whole question is to some 
extent merely academic as the old Code is no longer in 
force,' as I believe that it can be demonstrated that 
John-Paul II most certainly had tacitly renounced his 
ecclesiastical offices at a time when there was no doubt 
at all as to which Code was in force, and that there- 
fore, not possessing the papal office, he had no power 
to enact any legislation. I shall not attempt to tackle 
that topic in this letter, but I hope that we will be 
able to discuss that point in the future. Obviously 
there is no need to do so until we are agreed as to what 
effects would necessarily follow if such pertinacious 
heresy can be demonstrated. 

"I should of course be very interested in any 
opinion you obtain from canon lawyers on the basis of 
the photocopied material which I am enclosing, and I 
hope that you will let me know what they say. Obviously 
if they try to explain away what is taught in the Canon 
Law manuals to which I have referred, I should want to 
produce further evidence, but I do not expect that this 
will be needed. 

"Incidentally, it may be worth pointing out that in 
the footnotes to the (very difficult to obtain) full 
text of the 1917 Code , Pope Paul IV's bull Cum Ex 
Apostolatus is cited as a source for Canon 188/4, and 
since this bull makes no reference to apostasy but only 
to heresy, and was particularly aimed against those who 
held heretical beliefs while continuing to call 
themselves Catholics and without joining any non- 



62* Photocopies from about ten different Canon Law 
commentaries were enclosed, showing that Canon 188/4 applies 
to all heretics. (Footnote added in this Dossier, not in the 
original . ) 
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. „i»»r that it could not validly 
Catholic sect, it » c a le s a o r urc e for Canon 188/4 i£ that 
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., very much look forward to hearing from you. 
"Yours sincerely, 
"Martin. 

.. c rv the way, I don't know whether you know that 

P : n i tllm I think you know) and I work together on 

rnur/oftroiecw.^/e ana I are Jointly responsible 

for this letter." 

On the 9th October we sent a copy of this letter to 
Hamish Fraser to keep him up to date. A week later, Fraser 
suddenly died. He was a first-rate journalist and a 
formidable opponent in the eyes of those at the vanguard of 
the Conciliar "Renewal". He was also an exceedingly likeable 
man with considerable natural virtue. But, tragically, he 
was not a member of the Catholic Church, outside of which 
there~Ts no salvation. And for this he had no one but 
himself to blame. Alas! 

On 25th October Davies wrote us a short note explaining 
that he had been unable to do more than glance at our letter 
and enclosures as he was busy completing a lecture which he 
was due to deliver in India the following week. He added: 
"You can rest assured that, just as was the case with your 
per saltern [sic; he means "saltum" - J.S.D.] query, you will 
hear from me eventually." N.M.G. answered this note on 17th 
November: 

"Dear Michael, 

Octob^ an Lm a nn k3 f J r y0Ur ,hold ing' letter of 25th 
S S»or«llv^i„?* no !. that y0Ur Indlan lecture tour 
and enclosures! lnterru ? tln * your dealing with my letter 

and much^oo/forward^n 8 ^ 617 tt0m India in due course, 
forward to hearing from you. 

"Best wishes, 

"Yours sincerely, 




"Neither is it always demanded in the external 
forum that there be a warning and reprimand, as 
described above, for somebody to be punished as 
heretical and pertinacious, and such a requirement is by 
no means always admitted in practice by the Holy Office. 
For if it could be established in some other way, given 
that the doctrine is well known, given the kind of 
person involved and given the other circumstances, that 
the accused could not have been unaware that his thesis 
was opposed to the Church, he would be considered as a 
heretic from this fact... The reason for this is 
clear, because the exterior warning can serve only to 
ensure that someone who has erred understands the 
opposition which exists between his error and the 
teaching of the Church. If he knew the subject through 
books and conciliar definitions much better than he 
could know it by the declarations of someone admonishing 
him, then there would be no reason to insist on a 
further warning for him to become pertinacious against 
the Church." (Cardinal de Lugo, disp.XX, sect. IV, 
n. 157-158). 

By 24th March 1987, not having heard a word from Davies, 
we were finding it increasingly difficult to comply with his 
advice to "rest assured" that we would hear from him. We 
were also perturbed by the fact that his Approaches article 
on the indefectibility of the Church had appeared in other 
places without the correction he had promised to incorporate 
if we proved our case. So N.M.G. addressed the following 
"chaser" to Davies:- 

"Dear Michael, 

"I thought that I had better write to you again 
because I am rather concerned by the length of time 
during which I have not heard from you on the subject of 
the application of Canon 188/4 and automatic resignation 
to heretics as defined in Canon 1325/2 of the 1917 Code . 

"In your letter of 19th September 1986 you said 
that you would submit the evidence I offered in support 
of my position to a canon lawyer, and you promised: 
•Should it transpire that you are correct, I will ensure 
that my booklet is amended in subsequent editions and 
that a correction is published in Approaches . ' 

"However since that time I have observed that the 
article in question has been through several editions 
without any amendment in the light of the evidence with 
which I presented you. 

"Naturally this surprised me, because the evidence 
I sent you included photocopies from several canonical 
commentators of the highest authority who explicitly 
considered the question at issue, and all took the view 
which I am maintaining and which you deny in your 
article/booklet on indefectibility of the Church. May I 
ask what your present position is on the subject in 
dispute between us and, if it is unchanged, how you 
answer the very clear interpretations of Jone, Sipos, 
Fr. Augustine etc.? 

"Yours sincerely, 

"Martin" 



27th March :- 

"Dear Martin, 

-I am sorry not to have been in touch with you 
before. 

affl nrobably aware, I have many commitments 

" AS - y ° U ,n mv work as a full time teacher, and I 
in addition to my wor* oriorit ies upon the demands 

have to ifPO" norae ; t tne m0 ment completing the 
apon my free tin . . Liberty book are the top 

of^HTTplas drying to supply as many articles as I 
Sin manage VTheJemnant and various other D ournals. 

"In my, admittedly fallible opinion, the pos- 
sibility that the Holy See is vacant is so unlikely 
that, together with the Bayside 'revelations or Palmar 
de Troya, it is not one which comes remotely near the 
top of the list. Writing the article for Hamish took up 
a great deal of my time. 

"Nonetheless, I did keep my promise and sent all 
the material which you sent me to a canon lawyer who 
assured me that it provided no reason whatsoever for 
changing anything in my article, and that what I had 
written was perfectly correct. You may or may not be 
aware that a slightly revised version has now been 
published in book form with the title 'I am with you 
always'. It can be obtained from Carmel of Plymouth. 

"I can assure you that I intended, and still intend 
to write to you at some time concerning the material you 
sent me, mainly as a gesture of courtesy. I may do so 
during my Easter holiday, but if I cannot manage it then 
i will do so in my summer holiday. 

"All good wishes, 

"Michael Davies". 
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implication that Davies's pet canon lawyer is to be consid- 
er ed i n Ea I 1 1 b I e even when he gives not the slightest 
justification for his position. y c 

Nor should that unbelievable final paragraph be 
overlooked as a contender. To call it complacent would be an 
understatement. The tone can only be described as roqal- 
Davies will condescend to write to us "at some time" ! ^In'd 
mainly as a gesture of courtesy". Beneath the studiedly 
affable language, what he is in fact telling us is that our 
letter and arguments are so blatantly ludicrous that they do 
not deserve to be treated as part of a serious debate which 
actually calls for reply, but that, notwithstanding this, he 
will, out of the goodness of his tender heart, snatch five 
minutes from his valuable time, when it is convenient to him, 
in order to correct the foolish errors of this pair of half- 
wits "as a gesture of courtesy". 

God help himl As though it were compatible with 
courtesy to point out that such condescensions are made only 
for courtesy's sake! 

All in all, we think that both in outrageous content and 
in supercilious, sneering tone, Davies's letter can be fairly 
described as utterly disgusting. 

The following reply was despatched on 1st April 1987:- 

"Dear Michael, 

"Thank you for your letter of 27th March explaining 
that you have not been able to reply to my letters and 
evidence owing to your many other commitments. 

"As you will remember, this latest exchange of 
correspondence was occasioned when I asked Hamish for an 
authority demonstrating that no one is a formal heretic 
until he has received a canonical warning and he quoted 
to me your statement to that effect in Approaches No. 71, 
page 11. 

"One half of our disagreement arose when I pointed 
out that your statement was explicitly contradicted by 
the definition of a heretic found in the 1917 Code of 
Canon Law itself (Canon 1325/2). As we pursued that 
one, a second disagreement came to light when you 
maintained that the provisions of Canon 188/4 - 
automatic loss of office for clerics who publicly 
defected from the Catholic Faith - applied only to those 
who join a false religion, not to those who simply deny 
a Divinely revealed doctrine. 

"In response to this, I sent you a batch of 
photocopies from reputable canonical commentators 
stating or directly implying the opposite, including for 
instance, the following extract from Mgr. Sipos: 'It is 
not required that a heretic join any heretical sect'. 
( Enchiridion Juris Canonici , p. 608) I followed that up 
by sending you an extract from the noted theologian de 
Lugo relating to the first part of our disagreement. 
'Neither is it always demanded in the external forum 
that there be a warning and a reprimand as described 
above for somebody to be punished as heretical and 
pertinacious...' (dis.XX, sect.iv, n. 157-8.) 
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^c in resoect of both halves of our 
-in other w° rds ' our consideration statements f 
dispute I s ^ ml r "tp S w ho exolicitly deny the very point 
Catholic authorities w 
which you maintain. 

la( . OC f letter you tell me: 'I did keep my 
•" In nTcent all the Material which you sent me to I 
P Inon S !awyer who Assured me that it provided no reason 
wha n ?L V eTfor changing anything in my article.' 

"While I make no claim to a similar degree of 
learning to that of a canon lawyer, I think that I can 
oe forgiven for being unable to see how he can be right. 
When you say 'black' and Catholic authorities firmly say 
'white' I cannot see how anyone loyal to Catholic 
principles can be entitled to continue saying 'black' 
without answering the authorities who hold the contrary. 

"I do assure you that I earnestly wish to resolve 
this issue. Obviously you are the person whose comments 
on the above I am most anxious for, because it is you 
who are publicly promoting what, as far as I can see, 
the authorities deny. But if other oriorities prevent 
you from replying in the immediate future, I wonder if 
you would be kind enough to put me in touch with your 
canon lawyer friend so that I can discuss the issue with 
him? 



"Best wishes, 



"Yours sincerely, 
"Martin" 



say the least, lona n V„ a \ 7 or L ™° and 1989 are ' to 
correct fut ure edition Vf H* nd Davies 's undertaking to 
Dossier ) if ou r objection •■ *"° T * ^ ^ ?9 of this 

KinTonoured, despite the tlTtl ^ t0 be ri * ht ' ha * not 
Dot of evidence, logic or ln£ )? e has 3U PPlied not one 
extracts from hiqhly-reouti? y . t0 counte ^ the wad of 
sent him to prove our" P o? nt T T? 31 text-book, that we 
or» J? re8t minimum th *t woSld hP 1 •', he has not even done 




I.) The e Stral ' h «°rw ara one: 

^ h « **rs£»« « «. c, urch was b t d 

l ^-n was bestowed 



(b) It is a dogma of the Faith that this constlt- 
Su? n ci:n, l e n f f6CtlbU " l - S - ° 8n neV " -"-"«> "**»- 

(c) But the papacy and the hierarchy are essential 
components of this Divine constitution. 

(d) Consequently those who affirm that the Church 
is currently (and permanently) bereft of pooe and 
bishops are implicitly denying the dogma of the 
indefectibility of the Church's Divine constitution. 

We think that Davies would agree that this is an 
accurate summary of his argument, but to make sure we are 
being completely fair, we quote a representative passage of 
his exact words below: 

"The word 'indefectible' means unable to fail. 
When used with reference to the Catholic Church it means 
that the Church will persist until the end of time, and 
that she will preserve unimpaired her essential 
characteristics. The constitution received from her 
Divine Founder must, as Pope Pius XII explained, remain 
firm. The Church will always remain faithful to it, 
particularly in the two aspects specifically mentioned 
by the Pope, the transmission of truth and grace. We 
can be absolutely certain of this because the constit- 
ution of the Catholic Church has a Divine origin. Our 
Lord Jesus Christ Himself founded His Church, and He 
imparted to her the Divine constitution which He has 
solemnly guaranteed will remain essentially immutable 
until the end of time. The Church can never undergo any 
change which would make her, as a social organism, 
something different from what she was constituted by Our 
Lord. If any essential change took place in her 
constitution she would cease to be the Church which He 
had founded. It would mean that Our Lord had made 
promises which He could not fulfil, which would mean 
that He was not Divine. This would make the entire 
Christian religion meaningless." (Page 12) 

Davies bases this on many Catholic authorities, to whom 
he furnishes references (some of which, unfortunately, seem 
to be wrong) in his footnotes. Among the essential charac- 
teristics of the Church he includes the papacy, the bishops 
and her visible external structure. 

The most important truth to be understood if we are to 
make a correct assessment of Davies's case is the definition 
of the word essential . Davies is certainly right that the 
Church must always possess whatever is essential to her 
constitution, but to establish exactly which features are 
essential to her, we must know what that word 'essential' 
means, according to scholastic philosophy from which it is 
borrowed. This Davies himself tells us on page 13: 

"In scholastic philosophy the essence, substance or 
nature of anything is its innermost reality. It is that 
which makes it what it is and not something else." 

Hence the normal Latin definition of the word "essence" 
is "id quo ens est" - "that by which a thing is [what it 
isl". Accordingly, a feature is essential to something if 
without that feature it would cease to be itself. For 
instance, a soul is essential to human nature. A man with no 



in terms. By contrast, an arm is not 
soul is a cont h r ^ a n C Vature because a man with no arm would 
remain a man. 




"integral" to human nature. 

Now by the same token, we may know with complete 
certainty that an actually reigning pope is not essential to 
the Church. For on each of the two hundred and sixty 
occasions when a Dope has died* 64 (or in one or two cases 
- such as that of Pope St. Celestine V - resigned) there has 
been no pope For an interval. If a Dope were essential to 
the Church, the Church would cease to exist whenever the Holy 
See fell vacant, which of course is not the case. The truth 
is that a pope is " proper " to the Church - just as an arm is 
"proper" to the human body - and that without a pope the 
Church is, so to speak, handicapoed. But she retains her 
identity . 

Now given that, it inevitably follows that the vacancy 
of the Holy See presents no contradiction to the dogma of the 
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pope. All these things it is bound to reserve for the 
future pope." (Chapter I, paragraph 1.) 

Anyhow, cutting through the i r relevancies with which 
Da vies clutters his case, the fact is that, as he himself 
admits, even an "extremely long" interregnum does not 
contradict the dogma of the indef ectibility of thf» Church" 
And once that is admitted, there is no reason whatsoever to 
affirm that the Holy See cannot be vacant for a thousand 
years or more. The Catholic maxim has it that "plus aut 
minus non mutant speciem" - a change of degree cannot affect 
principle . 

We must make it clear that we are in no way suggesting 
or implying that the papacy is not essential to the Church's 
constitution. It certainly is. But the fact is that the 
papacy continues to exist even when there is no actually 
reigning pope, as Cardinal Pranzelin exDlains in the passage 
quoted in footnote 55 on page 62 above. 

And another important point is that all that we have 
just said about the papacy apDlies equally to the rest of the 
Church's hierarchy. That is, although she cannot but possess 
a hierarchically ordered constitution by her very nature, it 
is not essential to her that the ranks of her hierarchy be 
occupied . It is certain both from logic and history that the 
highest office can be vacant, and there is no greater 
necessity for the lower ones to be continuously occupied. 
The Church continues to be the Church in the event of the 
bishops' resigning by public heresy iust as the British Army 
would continue to be the British Army if every single officer 
were killed simultaneously in a tremendous military disaster, 
leaving only the non-commissioned ranks in an unorganised 
rabble. 

But, it may be asked, have not some theologians held 
that it would be impossible for the entire hierarchy to be 
simultaneously wiped out? Indeed some have; but for this to 
be more than a private opinion of theirs, it must be shown by 
strict logic to be incompatible with some Catholic teaching. 
Mere opinion, whether held by a theologian, by a saint, by a 
Doctor of the Church, or even by a pope, binds no one, and, 
above all, must always yield to fact . 

At one point in his essay Davies suggests that the "sede 
vacante" thesis conflicts with the dogma of the visibility of 
the Church. There are no grounds for holding that the Church 
is invisible when forsaken by her prelates, however.* 65 Nor 



65 * "The Church is a visible society. 

"When we say that a society is visible we do not 
merely mean to say that it is composed of visible human 
beings; but we mean that there is something in its 
constitution that characterizes it, identifies it, and 
enables us to distinguish it from all other societies 
with which it may come into contact... 

"In fact, even a secret society must be a visible 
society, since even a secret society must have its own 
constitution and organization... In the same way, in 
times of persecution, the Church was often in hiding, 
and might under the circumstances be regarded as a 
secret society; but even then it had its own constit- 
ution and organization iust as much as in its palmiest 
days of prosperity, and hence was always a visible 
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K." 3 decree q'uestiolble f?o. a point of view of Catholic 
orthodoxy. So to affirm that this document "may be said to 
represent the mind of the Magisterium at that time," as 
Davies does on page 15 of the pamphlet we are discussing, is 
absurd. The Magisterium gave it no sanction whatever, and it 
represents only the opinion of the theologians who drafted 
it. 

No matter how lyrical Davies may wax over the indefect- 
ibility of the Church's Divine constitution, therefore, it is 
all to no avail; for, true though it is that the indefect- 
ibility of the Church's constitution is a dogma, it is 
equally true that there is no incompatibility between that 
dogma and the present situation in which the papal and all 
episcopal offices are unoccupied. 
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misapplies the axiom "prima sedes a nemine iudicatur" - Vh- 
first see can be judged by no one." ^dicatur the 

What the axiom forbids, and all that it forbids, is that 
!"*° n * S r *"* C i a ! 3 of pe °P le 9h ^ ^t as superior to the 




there would be no question of judging the p^pe; merely of 
making the practical judgement (for which ™ authority 
whatsoever is required) that a given individual, purportin g 
to be the successor of St. Peter, cannot in f act be so 
because he does not have the faith of Peter. 

Davies's position amounts, in fact, to saying that there 
is no distinction between judging whether a particular person 
is the pope and judging the pope. But by forbidding us to 
judge whether a particular person is the pope or not, Davies 
in effect requires us to accept uncritically the validity of 
anyone's claim to be pope. After all, if John-Paul II's 
claim may not even be questioned, why should one be allowed 
to question the claim of some other pretender to the papacy, 
such as Clemente Dominguez of Palmar de Troya, who, since 
1978, has styled himself "Gregory XVII"? If one is "judging 
the pope" by examining Karol Wojtyla's credentials, one must 
be "judging the pope" by examining Dominguez's. But of 
course in reality one is doing no such thing in either case. 
Davies's point involves a crass begging of the question: it 
presumes the very point that is disputed - John-Paul II's 
legitimacy - as its grounds for forbidding us to question 
it. 

Moreover, the principle that it is permitted to all 
Catholics to make proper use of their reason to form a 
judgement on whether a pope, or purported pope, has fallen 
into heresy and is therefore not pope is clearly confirmed by 
history. Particularly prior to the 1870 Vatican Council, the 
belief that a pope, as a private individual, could fall into 
heresy - and consequently lose his papal office - was 
widespread; and - as we shall see - Catholic authority 
certainly did not hold that there was anything inappropriate 
about a private individual applying his intellect in order to 
recognize that such a thing had factually taken place. 

From a number of examples which could be given to demon- 
strate this, we shall restrict ourselves to presenting one, 
the case of Pope Pascal II. This pope had strenuously 
opposed the practice of "lay investitures" by which civil 
rulers appointed whom they chose to ecclesiastical offices, 
but, in the year 1111 he was imprisoned by the uncrowned Holy 
Roman Emperor, Henry V - who was demanding that the pope 
yield to him (Henry) the right of lay investiture - and 
during his imprisonment he consented to allow Henry this 
right, despite its being incompatible with Catholic doctrine. 
Up to this point there was no question of formal heresy, 
because a man acting under great fear is not considered 
necessarily to be declaring his true belief; but after his 
release Pascal was extremely dilatory about annulling these 
privileges - to such an extent that the question of whether 
he might actually be a heretic was mooted. 

At the forefront of those pressing the pope to manifest 
his orthodoxy was St. Bruno of Segni . He informed the pope 
bluntly in a letter that his actions were contrary to 
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denouncing the pope s p eventually retracted his 
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""•"r^'n/lt'is'the pope himself who has condemned this 
^'"icU sUallla 'pn'llV;* 67 ^ th.i-plic.tlon was 
and is clear: if he had failed to condemn it, he would not 
have been the pope. Nor do we need to rely solely on 
implications. An entire synod also threatened to detach 
itself from Pascal (i.e. cease to recognize him as pope) if 
he did not ratify its condemnation of the privileges; and 
among those responsible for this threat were St. Hugh of 
Grenoble and St. Godfrey of Amiens.* 68 

But according to Davies's doctrine, all these saint9 who 
■possessed the temerity to pass judgement on the Pope" were 
abusing their authority to such an extent that they made 
themselves liable to canonical censure. Well, to use for a 
second time one of Davies's own expressions, "it's a point of 
view." it is not, however, one that we should care to be 
holding when the time comes for us to meet our Divine Judge. 
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answer the question and must therefore presume that for Mr 
SSrVhurch" 1 leVfs'Lt! *— thl ? °«H>l«f IV "oo^Vtlcal and 

How to Detect Orthodoxy 
On page 30 of the same document he writes: 

-k A ? ° P t J ° hn Paul IT has i9sued a good number of very 
orthodox documents, such as Holy Thursday Letters on the 
Eucharist and the priesthood. It is only fair that we 
Tudge the orthodoxy of any Catholic by the totality of 
his published opinions, and not solely by particular 
actions or statements which appear susoect or ambiq- 
uous . " * 

We can readily believe that many of Davies's readers 
took enthusiastically to heart this assertion as to what a 
fair and Catholic attitude ought to be, regarding it as wise, 
broad-minded, suitably respectful, typically charitable, and 
thoroughly Catholic; but unfortunately there are a few 
problems attached to it: first, it is simply untrue; 
secondly, it is utterly illogical; thirdly, it is diametric- 
ally opposed to Catholic tradition; and fourthly, it is a 
complete invention. What Davies is telling us, in effect, is 
that we must judge wolves, at least in part, by their sheep's 
clothing. And what follows inescapably from his remarkable 
doctrine is that a person can pronounce any number of 
heresies without convicting himself of being unorthodox, 
provided merely that, with the typically forked tongue of a 
prelate of the Conciliar Church, he every so often exoresses 
true doctrine as a counterbalance. And how vulnerable the 
Church would be to heresy if it were so, given that according 
to St. Pius X ( Pascendi Dominici Gregis ) this sort of 
dissimulation is a prominent characteristic of those heretics 
who today are most afflicting the Churchl 

"It is one of the cleverest devices of the Modern- 
ists... to present their doctrines without order and 
systematic arrangement, in a scattered and disjointed 
manner, so as to make it appear as if their minds were 
in doubt or hesitation, whereas in reality they are 
quite fixed and steadfast." 

But of course Davies's doctrine is not correct. By 
contrast, the Catholic maxim is "bonum ex Integra causa; 
malum ex quocumque defectu".* 69 This means that, whereas a 
man is properly said to be good (or, "mutatis mutandis", 
orthodox) only if he is completely good, he can be said to be 
bad on the basis of any defect whatsoever. Not only, 
moreover, is this Catholic teaching; it is, as we have 
noted, a matter of plain common sense. No one would say that 
a man is a good singer because he sings some notes in tune. 
All the notes must be in tune; otherwise he is a bad singer. 



69* "Goodness can be predicated only of what is 
completely good, whereas badness can be predicated of 
anything which is in any way bad." This principle is 
enunciated, in slightly different terms, by St. Thomas 
Aquinas ( Summa Theologiae , I, II. Q.18, A.4); the version we 
quote is the one commonly used in Catholic philosophy text- 
books . 




«.. «.* Mass and Tndefectlbillty 

r-^r^o^r^ina, section^ thl. Cap., 
Under that heading, Davies writes as follows. 

-The indefectibility of the Church extends only to 
what is mandated or authorised by the Roman Pontiff as a 
universal law or practice." 

Davies italicizes these words throughout, which gives 
the impression that they are a quotation, and he even adds a 
footnote referring them to the Dictionnaire de Theologie 
Catholique , vol. IV, coll. 2182, 3, 5, 2194, 2197 or 2205. *' u 
But on referring to these columns in the original work, we 
find that they nowhere contain the italicized word9 , nor, 
indeed, any other words expressing the same meaning, and 
that in fact the doctrine they convey concerning the extent 
of the Church's indefectibility in its application to her 
discipline and praxis, as opposed to her formal teaching, is 
much broader than that which Davies dishonestly attributes to 
them. Thus we learn, for instance, that the infallible 
Ordinary and Universal Magisterium of the Church extends in 
scope to any teaching, even implicit, manifestly contained... 

"...in the discipline and general practice of the 
"!,' at least in respect of everything truly 
Church!"' iZVlM)' aUthorized b * «*• universal 
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And on page 3 he remarks gloatingly: 

"The fact that the Latin Missal of Pope Paul VI is 
free from doctrinal error and mandates no intrinsically 
harmful practices will not surprise any Catholic 
acquainted with the indefectible nature of the Church." 

And, of course, if Davies had not taken note of the 
overwhelming probability that none of his readers would get 
round to checking a reference in a French work, and had not 
decided that this probability made it sufficiently certain 
that i f he falsified a quotation he would not be detected, 
but had instead told us what the Dictionnaire de Theologie 
Catholique really says, he would not be able to get away with 
this nonsense; for it is not true to say that "indefect- 
ibility. . .extends only to what is mandated or authorized" by 
the pope if it applies also to what he " approves " . And if 
the Church's prerogative of infallibility extends not only to 
what is universally mandated but also to what is generally 
approved , the Latin Novus Ordo becomes irrelevant, for 
general approval must include all the vernacular versions as 
well, replete with heresy as they are. In short, the Michael 
Davies distorted version of the dogma of indef ectibility can 
be made to fit the Conciliar Church, whereas the version of 
the same doctrine found in the Catholic reference work on 
which he purports to rely is utterly inapplicable to the 
Conciliar Church because it shows that the protection of the 
Holy Ghost over the Catholic Church would prevent her from 
acting in the way that the Conciliar Church manifestly does 
act. 

We close this chapter by asking a question to which we 
ourselves do not profess to know the answer. If Davies will 
not stop at falsifying references to authorities in order to 
justify his untenable case, just where will he stop? 
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w ► «f the Pope himself? Does what I have 

" An ? \l^lt the Pope could never be a heretic and 

written imply that tne v cQurge it does not. Such a 

forfeit his °. ttice . it wou ia have to be manifest and 
possibility exists, but it ^ dQubt Qf . ts ex . stence 

so notorious a * ere *[ of the faithful. Reputable 
could remain ^ in the mind so ^ h authorU . 

canonists and theologanS h a ave ^ ^ ^ _ gentenceg 

can oe "pronounced" or "delivered" but not "made" a 
declaratory sentence that the Pope had lost his office 
through 'heresy. The Pope would not be deposed as a 
result of this sentence. No one in the Church has the 
right to judge or depose the Pope. They [i.e., 
presumably, the "high authorities"] would simply be 
declaring what had been manifest through his own 
actions." 

Davies gives the impression, perhaps accidentally, that 
the doctrine he is putting forward is held by all "reputable 
canonists and theologians", which is very far from being the 
case. He neither gives references to any of the canonists 
and theologians in question, nor lets his readers into the 
secret that in every era of the Church there has been a much 
stronger contrary opinion holding that by formal public 
heresy a pope would lose his office "ipso facto" (automat- 
ically), irrespective of any declarations to this effect by 
"high authorities in the Church". As readers of Britons 
Catholic Library Letters will be aware, the different schools 
of theological opinion on this subject (of which St. Robert 
inJirV,V ne K enumerate * Eiv *) are no longer of practical 
entire au UHn aU K e ,! cclesia 3tical authority has decided the 
the subject Z& th /. te ? S 0f P °P e Pa *l IV's definition on 

and o ^CanonTs "of the' SlT^de^ ',' ^V^* (1559) 
it is true that i-wl l } Code of Canon Law . However, 
(including several' o a l 6en . the ^°gians and canonists 
Point in history maintain! a eminence > «*° have at some 
outlined by Davies in t he g / LHr S i ti0n simila «^ to that 
justice it seems appropriatt ► ab0Ve ' and t0 do his CaSG 
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covers about five closely printed and argued pages of Latin 
of about the same size as this page. 

Are we being rash, it is worth asking before going any 
further, in embarking upon what amounts to an attempt by 
uneducated laymen to refute the teaching of a holy and 
extremely erudite theologian? There are, in fact, two solid 
reasons that no apology from us is due on this score: 

(i) The opinions of a theologian are not, and 
cannot be, of any greater weight, as such, than the 
arguments which he adduces in their favour, and such 
opinions may always be disputed by anyone sufficiently 
informed on the topic in question to understand the 
theology involved. 

(ii) We have a number of very distinguished 
predecessors in refusing to accept Suarez's opinion. To 
mention but one, St. Robert Bellarmine characterizes it 
as an opinion which in his judgement "cannot be 
defended". ( De Romano Pontifice , Caput XXX) 

We turn now to what Fr. Suarez has to say. 

To begin with, it must be made clear that he is not in 
agreement with Davies on everything. In fact he does not 
accept at all that a pope can fall into heresy, whereas 
Davies maintains that this is possible. Suarez considers the 
question only because his opinion that the eventuality is 
inconceivable was, though "more pious and more probable" and 
even "to be held", not absolutely certain. Because we 
ourselves also subscribe to the view that a true pope cannot 
fall into heresy even in his private acts, it is evidently a 
part of our position that all of the Conciliar "popes" 
forfeited their offices by falling into heresy long before 
their putative elections - making these elections null and 
void (a possibility which Suarez expressly recognizes). 
Nonetheless, it is obviously logical that the consequences of 
a pope's falling into heresy after election (if that be 
possible) should be the same as if he had been a heretic 
prior to his election, for either it is possible for a public 
heretic validly to occupy the office of pope or it is not. 
Hence this question has at least indirect relevance to the 
situation existing today. 

Another difference between Suarez and Davies is that, 
while Davies appears to hold the position that a manifestly 
heretical claimant to the Holy See would cease "ipso facto" 
to be pope, but that the faithful could not be allowed to act 
on this fact by withdrawing their allegiance from him until a 
general council had notified them of it, Suarez opines that 
the public heretic actually remains pope until the general 
council takes official cognizance of his heresy, at which 
point he ceases to be pope.* 72 Where they are in agreement, 
however, is on the principal point that one is not entitled 
to withdraw one's allegiance from a Roman pontiff until he 
has been officially declared a heretic. 



72* To both views, however, the words of St. Robert 
Bellarmine are equally apposite: "The condition °t£*™"' c * 
would be most wretched if it were obliged to recognize a 
manifestly ravening wolf for its pastor." 
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Not surprisingly, Suarez recognizes that there ar 
considerable difficulties associated with his position, an 
h° does his best to resolve them as follows: 



To the difficulty of who would be competent to declare 
the pope a formal heretic, he replies, persuasively, that no 
body except a general council of all the bishops could be 
competent to do this, but he is forced to admit that there is 
no express warrant in Divine or human law authorizing even a 
general council to make such a declaration. 



He then continues as follows: 



"Next, however, a second problem arises, namely how 
such a council could legitimately be assembled; for only 
the pope can legitimately summon one." 

rp a « rt n!! C ?K a ;! a i!! he has no authori ty to answer this query, but 
reasons that there are two available solutions: 

out thVwwid Hu SerieS ,° f P rovincia l councils through- 
be tantamount t-\ a * reeln 9 in the same conclusion would 

Place/Th*^^^ to one 

3uchaserie i s mP of a n t r lCal ': 9lnce the organisation of 
be exceedingly difHcnlttJ C0 " n ? il9 would probably 
i utidcuu if not impossible; 




whi; °, Pen ^"oun^leas 6 ^ 31006 lt would leave the 
2fore P lh Centa 9 e o« "• MS ree " ent «' e -9- about 
^ P ° Pe -^ be co&d n r e a d nd t0 ^ a9reed 

^t \S B ^««r*uXSs au b M % a ° it u - ■»" 

sufficient o 0ry wag " ia b « impossible to know 
^eir aUea?/° Unds for th/V* and constituted 
(b le ^ a -e from ^e^aithful to withdraw 

° PP08lt ^ to\ri ff i ^.W. th Jij ch b "-i"— specially 
Coun ^l might be legltlnat- 



this: 



ely assembled either by the college of cardinals or by 
the consent of the bishoos; and if the pontiff attemoted 
to prevent such assembly he would have to be disobeyed 
because he would be abusing the supreme power contrary 
to justice and the common good." This is once again 
quite useless, because, being only a hypothesis, the 
deliberations of such a questionable council could never 
have binding force. Moreover, the hypothesis has been 
officially rejected by the Church since 1917; the Code 
of Canon Law declares that "*n Oecumenical Council "not 
summoned by the Roman pontiff is an impossibility 
['dari nequit'l," (Canon 222/1) and that "the decrees of 
a council do not have definitive obligatory force unless 
they have been confirmed by the Roman pontiff and 
promulgated by his command." (Canon 227) 

The third difficulty which Suarez tries to solve is 

By what right can a pope be nudged by an assembly 
of which he is the superior? 

Let us first remind ourselves of Davies's solution to 
this obvious and grave question. He simply maintains that 
the maxim "prima sedes a nemine judicatur" ("the first see is 
judged by no one") does not apply. Because the pope has 
already forfeited his office automatically when his heresy 
was made public, the council is not deposing its superior, 
but declaring that he who seems to be its superior is in fact 
not so because he is bereft of all authority. This solution, 
of course, concedes that the oope actually forfeits his 
office "ipso facto" on his being publicly guilty of formal 
heresy, and therefore leaves no grounds whatever for Davies's 
insistence that those who are aware of this fact prior to its 
being officially declared are obliged to continue to submit 
to a non-pope as if he were the Vicar of Christ. 

Now let us turn back to Fr. Suarez. *s we have 
indicated, he differs from Davies on this point, holding that 
it is only as a result of the council's condemnatory sentence 
that the pope loses his office. He too addresses himself to 
the problem of how a council could condemn its own superior 
who "can be judged by none", and in doing so he refutes a 
specious argument which has been used by the theologian 
Cajetan to cope with this difficulty. 

Cajetan's argument was that the council would not be 
condemning the pope as pope but as a private individual. But 
this theory, as Suarez convincingly points out, cannot be 
accepted. If it were accepted, it would be possible for 
anyone presumptuous enough to judge a pope simply to claim 
that he was judging him in his private rather than his public 
capacity, an interpretation which would negate the very 
principle which the maxim is intended to safeguard: that the 
pooe is not to be judged. The solution which Suarez 
proposes, and which he considers to be, unlike Cajetan's, not 
only sufficient to account for the deposition of a heretical 
pooe, but also reconcilable with the principle that the pope 
must not be judged, is as follows: 

"So should the Church depose a heretical pope, she 
would not do this as a superior, but by the » consent of 
Christ the Lord she would juridically declare him to be 
a heretic and hence utterly unworthy of the pontifical 
dignity; thereupon he would be deposed immediately by 
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* having been deposed, would then be inferior 
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(b) that a council can be the pope's superior, a 
least for some purposes - a proposition which i 
heretical. 



Anyhow, once again the hypothesis is of no value 
precisely because, being hypothetical, there could be no 
certainty that it is correct, and indeed, as we have shown, 
since 1917 at the latest it has been certain that it is not 
correct. 
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We shall begin our examination by considerlnu 1.1, 
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shall do this with a view to showing (a) that they ar» of no 

c!thoVi c a ^ enV-M^ th# ? * r ' "° lo "'« °oinlons that a 
Catholic is entitled to maintain. 

(i) The first of his four best arguments in favour of 
our thesis is stated by Suarez as follows: 

"All the jurisdiction of the Church is founded 
upon faith," so those who have no faith cannot have 
-jurisdiction. 

In answer to this reasoning Suarez denies the fact, 
pointing out that the power of Order is superior to that of 
jurisdiction but that it is a dogma that Holy Orders are not 
lost if faith is lost and that, moreover, faith can be lost 
without exterior indication whereas the opinion that even 
occult heretics forfeit their offices has not "a shadow of 
probability" . 

Our response to this refutation is that it would lose 
its force entirely if he had stated the argument more 
correctly, and had said instead that external profession of 
the true faith is a necessary foundation of ordinary 
jurisdiction. Suarez's comparison with the power of Order is 
inconclusive because, although Order is admittedly a greater 
power than jurisdiction, it is also a different kind of 
power, and there is thus no reason for thinking that what 
applies to one will necessarily apply to the other. 

(ii) Moving on to the second argument against him which 
he tackles, Suarez admits that: "The Fathers often indicate 
that no one who lacks faith can have jurisdiction in the 
Church [he then gives references to SS. Cyprian, Ambrose, 
Augustine, Thomas Aquinas and Popes Gelasius and Alexander 
II]." But his only response to this is that there are (also) 
"Fathers who. .consider that a heretic deserves to be deprived 
of all dignity and jurisdiction," thus implying that such 
heretics are not already "ipso facto" deprived thereof. 

On this subject Suarez's credibility is open to serious 
question, for his contemporary St. Robert Bellarmine, who was 
thoroughly familiar with the whole of patristic literature, 
assures us in his own consideration of this subject* 7 ^ that 
"the Fathers are unanimous in teaching, not only that 
heretics are outside the Church, but also that they are 'ipso 
facto' deprived of all jurisdiction and ecclesiastical rank." 
Certainly, the single instance adduced by Suarez in support 
of his statement shortly after the words quoted above does 
nothing to weaken St. Robert's assurance, for Suarez's claim 
that some Fathers differed from the view he rightly attrib- 
utes to SS. Cyprian, Ambrose, Augustine, etc., is, he says, 
gathered from the first epistle of Clement I [the fourth 
pope, writing to the Corinthians in the closing years of the 
first century] which says, according to Suarez, that St. 
Peter taught that a heretical pope is to be deposed (rather 
than automatically deposed ). And yet the fact is that St. 



73* hp Romano Pontif ice, a part of his famous Controversies . 
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arguing 

-...is reinforced by a popular t ■ vulgar! ■ ] argument 
to the effect that a heretic is not a member of the 
Church and cannot therefore be its head. 

His response to this argument involves a subtle 
distinction, so we cite it in full: 

"It is replied [i.e. by himself 1 that a heretical 
pope is not a member of the Church as to the substance 
and form by which the members of the Church are made 



74 * This would appear to be supported by the nearest 
Lnstance we know to a statement by a Father of the Church 
that heretics deserve to be deprived of their dignity. Pope 
St. Celestine I (422-432) in his letter to John of Antioch 
preserved in the Acts of the Council of Ephesus (vol.lr 
cap.19), says: 

u . " If anyone has been excommunicated or deprived 
5i«5nri e P l »??P*l or clerical dignity by bishop 
b n tn l and K h i S followers since the time that they 
or v e ,S! a ? th ° S . e thin ^ 3 ' U 1« manifest that he has 
u nordol. C °f 'T* t0 Persevere in communion with 
one who has aw 9 / ^ to have been removed, because 
removed p se Urn or* ?°™ that he °^ ht himself t0 b * 
^-ju^ cannot by 

his supporters Ts^" removing referrl ng to Nestor ius and 
removed" - st. Celestine H^ 1 .. " " tho8e who ought to be 
o^ices until deposed Th^,— mean that th ^ "^taTn their 
expressly judges their au ,h f recluaea bv the «»ct that he 
uaht *° ; e P°» l tlon. hu B h e V l | tatlve aCt * to be ™ U eVGn 
^ice'which^r^ etoUa^Vro'm ll evldent *Y that they 
thT they ha M7» -, the accoutrements of the 
«»e same Pontiff. "ffi.JP-o «acto" forfeited. See 
er to the clergy of Constan- 
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such, but that he is nonetheless its head as to office 
and influence [ • inf luxum' ] ; which should causp no 
surprise as he is not the first and main head actinq bv 
his own power, but, as it were, the instrumental head 
and vicar of the first head who is able to convey His 
spiritual influence to His members through any secondary 
head whatsoever; for in a similar way He sometimes 
baptizes and on occasion even absolves through heret- 
ics. 

This distinction seems exaggerated, for the oope is 
evidently more than a merely passive Instrument of Christ. 
Certainly a heretic can validly baptize and in some cir- 
cumstances even validly absolve, for he is then truly a mere 
instrument through whom Christ acts. But the manner in which 
the popes govern the Church and exercise jurisdiction is 
quite different, for it is their own intellects which they 
use to make the numerous decisions that have to be made, and 
they are therefore heads of the Church in a much more than 
instrumental sense. It is one thing for Our Lord in rare 
cases to use enemies of the Church for the specific purpose 
of validly administering certain sacraments; it is quite 
another for Him unconditionally to delegate His Divine 
authority to such an enemy for the purpose of governing the 
Church. Hence Suarez's distinction seems quite unjustified 
and a wholly inadequate response to his opponents. 

(iv) The last argument against himself that he puts 
forward is: 

"Likewise a heretic must not be greeted, but 
entirely avoided, as is taught by Paul in Titus 3 and by 
John in his second epistle; so much less must he be 
obeyed. " 

To this objection Suarez answers that "heretics are to 
be avoided as much as possible ['quoad fieri potest 1 ]" and 
that this does not contradict his theory but merely makes it 
imperative to proceed to depose the pontiff at the earliest 
opportunity. 

We would suggest that it certainly does contradict both 
his theory and Davies's. If they are right, it means that in 
the inevitable interim period before a heretical pope could 
be deposed - a period which could be long in duration - the 
faithful would be subject to, and required to obey, a man 
whom they are Divinely commanded to shun. And here we do 
not need to rely solely on logic, clear though the position 
is, for St. Robert Bellarmine, Doctor of the Church, has 
given short shrift to Suarez's opinion, enquiring: 

"How can we be asked to avoid our own head? How 
could we separate ourselves from a member who is 
attached to us?"* 75 

These four arguments, as we have said, constitute 
Suarez's resoonse to his opponents' position. Next, he gives 
his grounds' for thinking that the view he offers as an 
alternative to that of his opponents is the correct one, and 
these grounds we must now consider. We shall allow Suarez to 
state his case before we assess its validity, and we shall 
do our best to allow him to do so in his own words, although 



75 * p e Romano Pontifice, xxx. 
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• <„ a i text and its desultoriness make <«- 
the ^"fS 0f for h V. rl to "achieve this except by placing J n 
impossible i or «» do not 0CCU r consecutively in the 

sequence extracts^ ^ ^ believe to be justified in the 

original - a metno in n0 way misrepresents or weakens i ts 
circumstances, as 
author's case: 

"The main question is whether he (a pope] can be 

deprived against his own will... There does not seem to 

be anyone oy whom he can be deprived. 

"In the case of heresy [some] say that he i 3 
deposed immediately by God himself. 

"Against this opinion I say that... in no case, even 
of heresy, is the pontiff deprived of his dignity and 
power by God without the previous judgement and sentence 
of men... And later In considering the other punish- 
ments of heretics. . .we show that no one at all j s 
deprived by Divine law of ecclesiastical dignity and 
jurisdiction because he is guilty of heresy ." ( Emphasis 



added) 



-Because it is a very grave punishment, for it to 
be incurred 'ipso facto' it would have to be expressed 
in the Divine law; but no such law is found laying down 
this rule about all heretics in general or about bishops 
in particular or with special reference to the pope; nor 
is there a certain tradition on the matter." 

farhn" N K r ° an fc « he pope Cal1 from h *s dignity 'ipso 
b e pas S C ed U e e it°hL a K hU r ^ W ' beCause thia would *■" 

sr r jn? P e £ef r oU v 3 hu ferio i i 1 - 6 - 9omeone bel ° W 
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actually reigning, given VhaV fh °< P^ nish the P°P e 
equal to the uAr'^.o^o WU1 ** 

Writ nor t sLr n e U d\Vadit" n eZ c S „,^ 9Ument U that neither Holy 
tc > wh lch heretics are - °p o Till"* 9 ** n * Divi ™ 1«" according 
Sf?icA deea U is hl * &V?h ° de Prived of their offices, 
fell aa ,T ept b * the legitiJi h t e e Y i^ re ^ de P riv * d of their 
eithe r aU bu °, ri ,l y; that there lm t3 e n ^ nt h erv «ntion of ecclesiast- 
PoS Uca^^.,^ » there 3 w™ J""'" 1 " °» the -^ject 
use *e ig necessarily s „„Ly/ is would not bind a 
. Juarez ao . c .. . * ^^ t0 a11 *™ a " ^w. 




Now these last two confirmatory objections can be 
dismissed at once, because the exact meaning of the terms 
"occult , public" and "notorious" have now been determined 
authoritatively for us by the Church in Canon 2197 and there 
is no doubt that it is only of public heretics that anyone 
seriously maintains the automatic loss of office. Moreover, 
it is not apparent that a theory can legitimately be rejected 
on the grounds that it could give rise to disputes and 
perplexities, because there is no Divine guarantee that the 
Church will be free of disputes and perplexities as indeed is 
solidly proven by the fact that her history is full of them. 
Nor is there any basis for thinking that the doctrine 
according to which a general council or a series of provin- 
cial ones could indirectly depose the pope by judging him to 
be a heretic would be any less fecund in troubles, schisms 
and perplexities. 

So we are left with Suarez's argument that popes, like 
other clerics, retain their office in case of heresy until a 
judicial declaration of their heresy is made for the reason 
that there is no Divine law to the contrary. And this one 
remaining base on which Suarez's position stands is totally 
annihilated by the fact that, notwithstanding the dignity it 
once had of being a respected though minority opinion, it is 
today known to be certainly false . We quote from De Processu 
Criminali Eccles ias t i co by Dr. Francis Heiner*76 (our 
emphasis added): 

"Ancient authors disputed whether the penalty of 
privation of benefices [incurred by heretics] is 
incurred 'ipso facto' or after judicial sentence. But 
owing to the provisions of subsequent laws the matter is 
no longer doubtful . In the constitution Noverit 
Universltas of Pope Nicholas III dated 5th March 1280, 
for instance, it is said: 'But heretics — are to be 
admitted to no ecclesiastical benefice or office; and if 
the contrary should have occurred, we decree that it is 
null and void; for, from now, We deprive the aforesaid 
of their benefices, wishing them to have none perpet- 
ually and in no wise to be admitted to the like in the 
future.' Now the words 'from now We deprive' are 
equivalent to the words 'ipso iure' [by the law itself], 
as is taught by Suarez [ De Legibus , Bk.5, c.7.m.7]*'' 
and other canonists. Pope Paul IV says the same thing 
even more clearly in his constitution Cum Ex Ap ostolatus 
dated 15th February 1559, in which, after confirming the 
penalties established by his predecessors against 
heretics, he says in express words: 'Of those who in any 
way knowingly shall have presumed to receive, defend, 
favour or believe those so apprehended, confessed or 
convicted [i.e. heretics] or to teach their doctrines, 
...each and every cleric... is by that very fact dep- 
rived. ..of all ecclesiastical office and benefices. 



76* Tne author of this work, published at Rome in 
1862, was an auditor of the Holy Roman Rota. 



77* Heiner is not suggesting that Suarez agrees with 
hi - ,„ -~ -v^ m nan Farho" derivation of heretics, but only 
to 

facto 
which he refers. 



77* Heiner is not suggesting tnat suare* «y=« -* f 
him as to the "ipso facto" deprivation of heretics but only 
to the equivalence of certain phrases to "ipso "« or l P 8 ° 
facto", which is the subject of the chapter of Suarez to 
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a1readv have occurred to readers of 
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Britons Catholic Library Jgtglf^, wlth Cam Ex Apostol- 
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"S which "P r n S Vp Holv See. The fact is that, as we 
Sretic. elected to -the Holy ^^ d a doubt from 

have already mentioned ana a ^ charltate that we have 

the reasoning f ro ™ h ^ Jrs^naware ot that bull. And this 
quoted, Suarex must have been « cre dibility that his 

It course destroys any F ^ Qne cannot pogsibly even 

^P^r 1 ^^ case if one is not in a position to deal with 
S%h°emo7t authoritative and compelling argument againat 

it. 

And since Suarez's time there has been an additional 
decree on "he subject fro. the Holy See: Canon 188/4 of the 
1917 rr.de of Canon Law , which provides that. 

"If any cleric. . .publicly defects from the Catholic 
Faith. ..all of his offices become vacant 'ipso facto' 
and without any declaration, by tacit resignation 
accepted by the law itself." 

It is interesting to note that the last words of this 
canon effectively introduce a nicety which had evidently not 
occurred to Suarez in his argument that human law cannot 
deprive one who is equal or superior in authority to its 
promulgator - namely that the automatic loss of office 
incurred by heretics is not, strictly a privation , which is 
the act of a superior , but an act of resignation on the part 
of the heretics themselves. This is so even if they do not 
wish to resign, because by choosing a role radically 
incompatible with holding office in the Church (i.e. the role 
of heretic) they have externally expressed, at least 
\ n lVZ , at ir 1 *' the wlu to resign; and so the law itself 
vacan? aCtI ° n ' and their office automatically falls 

that there U is no DUinl* i** 1° ted that S ^*'s contention 
ally deprived of tiir «■" Whereby hereti « are automatic- 
St. Paul and s t ^ ? i?!!- U n0t cor ^ct. The words of 
faithful and heretic* i 9 co,m ™nication between the 
stitute iust such a law *78 quot u ed b Y Suarez himself) con- 
Fathers to the same P 'ff J S the un animous teaching of the 
Bellarmine, Droves be VO nd' vouche ° Cor by St. Robert 
^stolatus and Canon 188/4 r^l^' Consequently Cum Ex 
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nonetheless do wiA "jPotnetical - that l«. k.,»J- i -.— ...k < „h 
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It is thus certain that the premises upon which Suarez 
bases his hypothesis - namely the absence of any Divine law 
or human law aoolicable to a pope who falls into heresy as 
well as the view that even non-oapal heretics retain their 
offices until officially deposed - are entirely unfounded and 
in conflict with explicit iudgements of the Church's highest 
authority The corollary of this F ac t is that it is not ooen 
to Catholics today to recognize Suarez's view even as a 
legitimate ooinion. The opposite opinion, taught by St 
Robert Bellarmine, St. Alphonsus Liguori and countless 
others, is now the official view of the Church herself. All 
heretics, including a heretic elected to the Holy See or a 
pope who, if such a catastrophe be possible, became a h^r^tic 
after being validly elected, lose their offices "ipso facto", 
and that both by Divine and by human law. 



Important Note 

At the time of going to press the first serious moves 
seem to be afoot, among those who recognize the current 
vacancy of the Holy See, to organize a makeshift papal 
election, and it appears probable that some sort of an 
election will take place during 1990. It should be noted 
that those involved in this undertaking are clearly acting 
rashly, as they are preparing for the election without having 
given any satisfactory demonstration that an election such as 
they envisage will be valid. For instance, they invoke the 
election of Pope Martin V by the Council of Constance as a 
precedent for an extra-canonical election, without even 
considering Cardinal Franzelin's case demonstrating that the 
election in question did not in any way depart from the 
Church's laws then in force . And similarly they have 
signally failed to establish who , in the absence of card- 
inals, diocesan bishops or Roman clergy, are the competent 
electors and in what numbers they would need to be convened. 
And unless the answers to these questions can be established 
with certainty from Catholic authority, it is clear that any 
such election will succeed only in creating a "doubtful pope" 
whom all faithful Catholics, in accordance with the axiom 
that "a doubtful pope is no pope" (Wernz-Vidal : Jus Canon- 
icum , lib. 2, n.454), will be bound to reject. 

No attempt will be made in this Dossier to discuss any 
further the question of whether a valid papal election can 
still take place today, and, if so, how. But it is emphas- 
ised that the conclusion that the Holy See is today vacant by 
no means necessitates any sort of irregular papal election, 
as no Catholic doctrine would be incompatible with the indef- 
inite continuation of the current vacancy. 



CHAPTERjWHi 
c i hint in a man, and yet It will be 

;;x^i-£ r ofmenwithoutdUclpline -" 

(Bcclesiasticus 20:26) 

•-,-nn is qoverned by one criterion only, the 
" A11 my - %\Vhfel Davies: The Remnant , 30th November 

truth. (Micnaci «» 

1988) 

It is impossible for a careful reader not to notice that 
. , cL to Mr Davies which are extremely unpleasant. 

21", e S hrou h cl'ear^y in many of his works, and although 
on a supe rficial look one can easily miss their symptoms, and 
more easily stil l, if the symptoms do happen to be spotted, 
dismiss them as defects of style rather than manifestations 
of character, it emerges on any more profound investigation 
as outside the realm of doubt that he is arrogant, dishonest 
and unscrupulous, and that he frequently descends to a level 
of absurdity which, given the gravity of the topics he writes 
on, cannot fail to leave an extremely unsavoury taste. 

Grave though these allegations are, a Dossier such as 
this would be incomplete if they were true and we failed to 
make them, so it now remains only for us to substantiate 
them. This we shall do by, once again, examining and 
analysing a series of examples taken from Davies' s works. 

"It's the Mass that Matters" 

criJ^r be 5 in by looking at a case in which he commits a 
tta 'of o.fpn* * °. f WMch is oEten underestimated, namely 
argument He dH^™* ™* C ° rreCt Potion with an invalid 
where he'writes! * °" ? * 9 * l40 ° f Cranmer's Godlv Order . 

the EngJLh^o^ 5 ^ r w em " ant [l ' e ' the recusants of 

who t^dTh e ; w t^ S u a c V tr * asure denied to those 

Pius V, 'the most ho a ,^r,° h contem Pt, the Mass of St. 
This was the Tear? Tf "-,■ ^ tMl 3ide of heaven'. 
prepared to pay all thU 11 ? riCe for wnich the y were 
Pfiest and layman buJcher'^f' " ?* pay ifc the y did ' 
victors had the churche i *1a U S n * 3ch °olmaster . The 
celebration of the tra ^-« cat nedrals built for the 
JEW ^ ^ -M.VV^K^ 1 - «"*< th. van- 
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r^nV;;^^^ .u. .mc. they 

cause being the very def UUio^o? 1 mar y om.^nat'tne 
martyrs died for was "the Faith once de I i vp red t o th 
saints (Jude verse 3) taught by the Church outside of which 
there is no salvation. It is true that they loved he 
Mass and that they would never have attended any oe r 
of it, whether the Anglican service or the Novus Or 
was not for this that they laid down their lives. They la d 
down their lives rather than apostatize from the Church 

Moreover, that this was so the martyrs themselves made 
very clear. Let us quote some of the testimonies they gave 
as to the cause for which they died: 

(i) Father John Kemble, shortly before his d»ath. 
spoke as follows: 

"I die only for professing the old Roman 
Catholic religion, which was the religion that 
first made this kingdom Christian, and whoever 
intends to be saved must die in that religion." 

(ii) Blessed Henry Morse said, immediately before 
he was hanged: 

"I am come hither to die for my religion, for 
that religion which is professed by the Catholic 
Roman Church, founded by Christ... out of which... 
there can be no hopes of salvation." 

(iii) Venerable John Baptist Bullaker, while 
kneeling at the scaffold before his martyrdom, responded 
as follows to the enquiries of the sheriff: 

"I am greatly indebted to you and to my 
country for the very singular and unexpected favour 
I have received... a favour of which I deem myself 
most unworthy, a favour for which I always yearned, 
but never dared to hope; to wit, to die in defence 
of the Catholic, Apostolic and Roman faith." 

(iv) Blessed John Southworth began his final 
speech before death as follows: 

79* "The one and only true cause of martyrdom is faith 
in those things which are to be believed or done." (Pope 
Benedict XIV: De Servorum Dei Beat i f icat ione et Beatorum 
Canonizatione , book III, chapter xix, n.3) The learned pope 
goes on to exolain the meaning of "faith in those things 
which are to be done , " observing that "if anyone dies for the 
exercise of some virtue which faith commands or commends, 
this can be called a profession of faith by actions and such 
a one would be a martyr..." (Ibidem) Hence, a priest who 
risks death to say Mass, or a layman who risks death to 
attend it, would certainly be a martyr if apprehended and 
executed for this "offence"; but the reason for his being a 
martyr would not be his preference for a particular litur- 
gical form - for this is not an obiect of faith at all - nor 
even his~euchar istic piety . It would be his faith manifested 
by his witnessing to the Catholic doctrine that celebration 
of, or attendance at, Mass, in any rite whatsoever that the 
Church approves of is a salutary action which no tyrant can 
lawfully forbid. 
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-hP third time I have been 

"This is tnj tQ die , T wou ld gladly 

apprehended, and noW my faith for which x 

witness and P' *^ ^ crime, the performance of 

^•^c^on S oe y my condemnat.cn." 

^ ^«-h when his time came to face 
(V ) Mark Barkworth, wnen 

death, declared: 

« ;«-h t now desire to die more than 
-For this Faith now ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ 

1 ever d % S hIn that which is undergone for this 
precious tnan t »« rhriqt taught and a hundred 

i m pr Edward Morgan, shortly before being 
h ^!^» ;«a M q"«t.r--. to" the crowd assented to 
witness the gruesome event: 

"There is but one God, one Faith, one Baptism, 
one true Church, in which is found true hope of 
salvation, out of which there can be none; and for 
this true Church of Christ I willingly die. 

(vii) Finally, Fr. Hugh Green, who was executed in 
1642, declared plainly: 

"I am here condemned to die for my religion 
and for being a priest." 

All of the above extracts are taken from either Martyrs 
of the Catholic Faith in England by the Venerable Richard 
Challoner or Franciscans and -he Protestant Revolution in 
England by Francis Borgia Steck. It is notable that neither 
in these two works nor in any other on the English martyrs of 
that period that we have examined is there any instance to be 
found of a martyr who said thai, he was dying for the Mass, 
still less for a particular rite of Mass. Davies has simply 
invented his assertion because it is convenient for his 
argument, hoping to bully his readers, by means of the 
irwi^ W v, lt \ Whl . Ch he makes the assertion, into believing 
Soffit ^ the impossible task of 

Inconsistency 

whethe^wM^V or'a VrT^ a si ^ n of dishonesty, 
looking reality in the f . nscl ° us • And no one capable of 
already provided suff icUn. °° U ^ deny that thia Dossier has 
abound in Davies's writings! 6Vldence tha t inconsistencies 

Pu£^^^ in that it probably 

noFcea^ 1 '^ 0n »« •* c "I 'V-' dishonesty is most 
the plpac v '«t m ° 3t braz en, th a „ *" hl8 Consistency more 

^st'^e exalT the de *th of S d* p< *' ° f the claimants to 
example. p ope Pi us XII> We shaU Qffer 

In a 1982 l 

! ^nni^l^ ^tVVut ^ 1011 Was Polished in 
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cathedral available for the 



ceremony of conferring eoiscoDal fnncoorat- < «« ~« 

the Episcopalian sec^n'th"^^^^^^ 

Conciliar bishop attended the ceremony, hugged the os'eudo- 

bishop, and, in Davies's words, "congratulated him «„ 

receiving an office which he had nit received "To this 

very properly, Davies commented: "I ask you - when a Cai-hoiTA 

a^a^ollcp " 5 thiS ' U ^^ any ° OUt •t 0U .lW„ en c. a u C ? n t g h °;iS 

1Qfl , Is ther p e an y J 01 "? indeed? However in that same year, 
1982, a confrere of this bishoo, during a visit to England 
appeared to be out to reproduce the same antics. This of 
course was John-Paul II. During that massively publicized 
visit he too engaged in ioint worship with heretics; he too 
hugged a heretical pseudo-bishoo - Dr. Runcie; he too 
acknowledged this impostor as validly possessing the office 
to which he lays claim by calling him "Archbishoo of 
Canterbury"*^ and allowing him to be referred to as the 
"Successor of St. Augustine". 

But although Davies devoted at least one article to this 
outrage, in vain did any of its readers look for the 
pertinent question, "When a 'pope' allows this, is there any 
point at all in calling him a Catholic?" And certainly one 
can see that the answer which such a question would have not 
merely invited, but positively demanded, would have given 
Davies a measure of discomfort.* 81 

The blunt fact is that the episode with Dr. Runcie 
seems hardly to have affected Davies's astonishing position, 
expressed in November 1981: 

"And what of the Pope? Let us thank God that he 

80* The last Archbishop of Canterbury was Reginald 
Cardinal Pole who died on the same day as Queen Mary in May 
1554. Since then a series of heretical married laymen have 
masqueraded as his successors, possessing neither valid 
Orders nor apostolically conferred jurisdiction, and indeed 
possessing no claim at all to the office in question apart 
from the "authorization" of the secular power, which has no 
competence whatever in the ecclesiastical sphere. When the 
English hierarchy was restored by Pope Pius IX in 1850, the 
British Parliament insisted, as a condition of permitting 
this, that different sees be chosen from those usurped by the 
Anglicans. Hence the new Primate of England became the 
Archbishop of Westminster , this see corresponding to 
Canterbury. Thus the next successor of St. Augustine after 
Cardinal Pole's death was Cardinal Nicholas Wiseman, who was 
appointed in 1850 to the newly established primatial see of 
Westminster; and the last validly appointed successor in the 
same line was Cardinal William Godfrey, who died during the 
course of Vatican II. 

81 * We are grateful to "Fr." Vida Elmer's Monograph 
No. 72 for highlighting this inconsistency. Unfortunately we 
cannot, however, recommend this now defunct periodical, the 
erstwhile editor of which was not long ago illicitly 
consecrated a bishop, as it always contained large quantities 
of serious error as well as sound doctrine. "Fr- Vl f a Blmer . 
was assessed briefly on pages 45ff. of our f irst Catalogue of 
Poisonous Priests , a supplement to Britons Catholic Library 
Letter No. 2. 
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, * «« the foul attack UDon his life. Let 
has recovered fro« the , evidently Catholic." 
us thank God that ne 

rorPntlv as 13th December 1984 Davies was 
Certainly as rec-n y Remnant who had not cancelled 

assuring ^J", ln disgust in 1.981 after reading the 
iords quoted 'above f that: 

«*„« ft f the qreatest signs of hope for the Church 
iJlnt is the ooen animosity now being displayed 
towards Pop, * John-Paul II by liberals throughout the 
world. " 

(...) 

"I am very haooy to say that, whatever reservations 
traditionalists might have concerning Pope John-Paul II, 
he is certainly hated by the world." 

By reading what newspapers, we wonder, could one receive 
the impression that the attitude of "liberals throughout the 
world" to John-Paul II is one of "open animosity" and that a 
man who is undoubtedly a more popular "star" than any 
politician, monarch, actor or musician of our day is 
"certainly hated by the world?" Unless Mr. Davies takes a 
newspaper we are not acquainted with, we can only assume that 
to produce such an illusion he must read whatever paper he 
does take through spectacles tinted such a deep shade of rose 
that they not only distort reality, but make it appear the 
very opposite of what it is. 

Covering up for Lefebvre 

m thp e LnL l ?°\, at !! 0me more of Davi ^'s misrepresentations, 
ne quoted lUn arCPl T,pFph " rp ' v °lume ^ P^es 103-104, 
P.«H^ from ^febvre's letter to 

you rt^VntlrSln^l!?** ° f Your Holiness, I assure 
comm uni m c Y at e e n d l o ?/ b^hl S p UDmls3i ? n to the decisions 
what concerns the VrL * CoramiS3l on of Cardinals in 
seminary. the Frat ernity of St. Pius X and its 

"However , Ymu u~i • 
the enclosed account if i?" WUl ° e able to ^ d< 3 e b Y 
Canon Law have been observed " Pr ° CedUre ' Natural and 
This letter of 

'••t«." l u r ih lch T ' h "" e ^i:i» t x\r ra v° n to ciose 

™ which he says: l( J u ous letter, Davies adds a 

• vU *»^ n «™V. V, tS: , or V ee «;*«»l ana canon Law which 
l " "her wora 9 Paragraph." 

K£l«.-'?^i.ri hi '°"«iV:, l S*?i-7 t-.t when Lefebvre 

sah" la be «»«"tat 00fl "; ed t0 " i b„ 1U Amission to the 
«lsl„„, u quMti U ( 1„ fact refusing his 
,uch « »ea„t„V? ly dl ahon e3t -. 

r u quite cl.. , vre 8 w <>rds. The 
Lear ly that Lefebvre is 
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promising to obey the decisions communicated to him while at 
the same time protesting at the way in which the proceedings 
against him have been conducted. It is immaterial whether at 
the time he wrote the letter it was really Lefebvre's 
intention to submit to Montini's instruction or whether he 
was deliberately lying to him, knowing full well that he 
would shortly defy him - what is at issue is the fact that 
Michael Davies, in order to rescue Lefebvre, the subject of 
his biographical work, from an apparent inconsistency, is 
prepared calmly to tell his readers that black means white 
and expects them to believe him. 

And almost incredibly, unless we assume that constant 
assaults by Davies's writings have turned all his readers 
into Michael Davieses, his gall seems to have paid off; for 
we have never heard of a single protest against this 
ludicrous misrepresentation. 

He plays the same trick again on page 328 of the same 
book, immediately after finding himself forced, by a letter 
from Montini to Lefebvre which he has quoted, to refer to the 
occasion when Lefebvre publicly and clearly adopted the 
position that the Conciliar Church is not the Catholic 
Church. For readers who are not familiar with Lefebvre's 
famous words on that occasion, this is what he declared in a 
document carefully drafted for public circulation on 29th 
July 1976: 

"This Conciliar Church is schismatic, since she has 
taken as her own base principles opposed to those of 
the Catholic Church, such as the new concept of the 
Mass... as well as that of the natural right (pretending 
it is of Divine origin) of each person and each group of 
persons to religious freedom. The Church which states 
such errors is at the same time schismatic and heretic- 
al." 

We wonder what comments our readers expect Davies to 
come up with on that passage. We wonder also if Davies had 
sufficient conscience left to gulp as he wrote the following: 

"Mgr. Lefebvre has indeed referred to the 'Concil- 
iar Church' being in schism, but in a lighthearted 
manner. He has a highly developed sense of humour and 
can be provocative at times." 

Once again, what can one say? What, what, what is there 
in those words of Lefebvre that is remotely comical? 
Possibly Davies will claim that he himself laughed uproar- 
iously when he first read them, but we find it difficult to 
imagine the same passage provoking even a smile in anyone 
else who read it. Possibly humorous, we should have thought, 
but in fact too disgusting to be humorous, is the suggestion 
that there is something amusing in a bishop solemnly stating 
his opinion on the current position in the Church in his 
first official statement on the subject after his clash with 
the Vatican, and making the clear assertion, without any 
indication that he does not mean it litera HY» «*; ^ the 
Conciliar Church is schismatic and heretical - an a s 9ert \?"' 
moreover, which was being seriously advanced also by ot her 
writers in France at that time, and in respect of which he 
would have therefore given a disastrously false impression of 
his stand if he had not meant what he said. 



receplfon" fo" ^""S&y attesting, by contradicting 
u^ther he was ^eUbetateLy an amblqaoug 9t and, or 

M«elf "ro« time to time, tc ao P subseque ntly changed 

Aether he simply. wUhout ad «t« 9 ^ that the p Qn he 

S..irfi « *'' t Tc.Wl t«W different from the 
oHltlon "h-t "h% "« ?.in« taken vis-a-v 1S the Concili.r 
Church. 

on of the same book there is yet another 
And on page 213 °tt Lefebvre. There, without 

^ch^a^ a^e^ study carefully: 

"Well, I appeal to St. Pius V - St. Pius V, who in 
his buU said that, in perpetuity, no priest could incur 
a censure, whatever it might be, in perpetuity, Cor 
saying this Mass. And consequently, this censure, this 
excommunication, if there was one, these censures, if 
there are any, are absolutely invalid , contrary to that 
which St. Pius V established in perpetuity in his bull: 
that never in any age could one inflict a censure on a 
priest who says this Holy Mass. 

"Why? Because this Mass is canonized. He 
canonized it definitively. Now a Pope cannot remove a 
canonization. The Pope can make a new rite, but he 
cannot remove a canonization. He cannot forbid a Mass 
that is canonized. Thus, if he has canonized a Saint, 
another Pope cannot come and say that this Saint is no 
longer canonized. That i9 not possible. Now this Holy 
Mass was canonized by Pope St. Pius V. And that is why 
we can say it in all tranquillity, in all security..." 

arn J* ch of t w he abov e quoted paragraphs contains an 
araZTnV f^n \°° SelY ex P^ssed; and in each case the 
\\l a Wh0 , llY inval i*. We stress, of course, that we 

Sirt«lnly l :Stfi?2 d I, ? febVre,B ""««* that a p'riest is 
^ we\ l^ ln . perpetult y to say the Mass of St. 

uses to "deVena VmV JS? 1 .^ 1 "* out that the arguments which he 



eipetuity to say the Mass of St. 
****\*\3**r£tl ™l^** ° Ut that the arguments which he 
comment, ^us ^in/hlL^^ without 



every argument, every loafo^ °, aVe 3t udied logic will know, 

matte r how it may be e XDr ?«./T^ ratlon of 30me claim ' n0 

het oric# can al Y b / x p P re "ed in informal conversation or 

bin** the Uf0 ™*l mental \rfi ^-^^lll' In other words, 
bills can be r^ XD Z^\V ithn ^^W which we check our 
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t0 expose any r ? c p tne " of our lnfo™? Utatlon enabl€ 

" PrM8lon ^ - V&-& £f. " ta « 1 .™" 1 ..,. . 

*"• * •YU^U. oonsUt, 8 ""^""" l. called the 
tv *o statements accepted 



as true and a third statement which undeniably flows from the 
first two; for instance: 

(1) All spirits are immortal. 

(2) The soul of man is a spirit. 

(3) Therefore , the soul of ' man is immortal. 

Now the easiest, fairest and most practical way of 
assessing what purports to be a logical case is to re-express 
it as a syllogism. This is because, when an argument is 
stripped of rhetorical techniques and any other support it 
might be lent by its context, and reduced to its bar* 
essentials, any fallacy in it will at once be perceived; and, 
by the same token, if the argument is valid, this too will be 
apparent; so that anyone who acknowledges the two initial 
statements (known as "premises") must either acknowledge the 
conclusion also or bid farewell to intellectual integrity. 

With this background, let us now return to Lefebvre's 
arguments and subject them to the simple test of re-expres- 
sion as syllogisms. 

If the argument contained in Lefebvre's first paragraph 
is restated in this way, it can be set out as follows: 

(i) The first statement or proposition is that 
St. Pius V made a ruling that no priest could incur a 
censure for saying the Tridentine Mass. 

(ii) The second statement was understood by 
Lefebvre rather than directly expressed, and is, 
obviously, that Lefebvre's priests do say this Mass. 

(iii) The conclusion inferred is that any censure 
brought against them by Montini - even on the assump- 
tion, of course, that he is a true Pope - is invalid. 

To ensure complete clarity let us now restate this 
syllogism as succinctly as possible: 

(i) No priest can be censured for saying the 
Tridentine Mass. 

(ii) Lefebvre's priests say the Tridentine Mass. 

(iii) Therefore, Lefebvre's priests cannot be 
censured. 

And viewed as nakedly as this, the argument is of course 
patently spurious. It would be just as sensible to assert: 
"No one can be arrested for carrying a walking stick; 
therefore no one who carries a walking stick can be arres- 
ted." Naturally a person who carries a walking stick can be 
arrested for doing something else which is criminal; and, in 
the same way, a priest who says the Tridentine Mass ' cannot ^ 
censured for that, but can certainly be censured for any 
number of othefTcTivities which are sub D ect to censure. 

And we should in fact note that Lefebvre' * , fisting of 
the truth on that point must have been quite deliberate, as 
Montini never said he was censuring Lefebvre or his g clergy 
for saying the Tridentine ^ass; the purport^ censure was 
given for the crime of illicit Ordination - which c tainiy 
is a crime (although, for other reasons, Montini had no ngnt 
to censure anyone for it or anything else). 
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- rt the argument in the second paragraph, 
Now let us turn to ^gyUogism. In this form it runs 

and restate that too as 
like this: 

(i) ^tever is canonized is irreversibly fixed. 

( ii, The Tridentine Mass is canonized. 
(iii ) Therefore, the Tridentine Mass is definit- 
ively fixed. 

►h* fallacy which invalidates the argument is a 
He h?ip one Vt Arst sight no flaw is apparent, because 
^argument^pends uoon an equivocal or ambiguous term. it 
is as if one were to argue: 

(i) Whatever is running is changing position, 
(ii) The tap [faucet] is running. 

(iii) Therefore the tap [faucet] is changing 
position. 

As our readers will quickly have realized, the key word 
which gives the above syllogism its deceptive appearance of 
validity is "running". Having, as it does, more than one 
meaning, it is used with a different meaning in the second 
premise from that which it bears in the first, and this makes 
the syllogism as invalid as if completely different words had 
been used in the statements (for instance, "moving" sub- 
stituted for "running" in the first). 

And exactly the same deception is Derpetrated by means 
of the word "canonized" in Lefebvre's second argument. We 
are all well aware that once a saint has been canonized the 
process is irreversible, and that no one can un-canonize the 
n M nn ? , ?u a l \, tur 9 ical rite is spoken of as having 
noZ ! d ' nf the W ° rd U used with a Afferent sense. The 
involving X k * Saint ' on the one hand ' is a process 
involving thechaas, of infallibility. The canonisation of 

it cannot^" r '^ Pa^L^ 31 *^* acts certainly 

be a wise or prudent action an V vk 1* 1S n0t ^^anteed to 
alteration by P a nother pope? thereC °re may well be open to 

our r?a W de^\hat\he C oViT\ haS been established, we remind 
PJPe has or has not the "L^ '"^ is ^ whether a valid 
a ^er its canonization bv»A VL * nge the Tridentine Mass 
". xs whether Lefebvre's arc?? '' !^ S V ' 3 buU Quo Primum ; 
maintained. ^ ^ J a J9™ent f or this being so can b e 
although it i s an indisoVable F n a °,VI 0r a Ver * ^ ood reason: 
Ibll ?h« n8e u 0C the wo ^ that J h hat canoni "tion in the 

sense of ^ n ° mea ^ proves IL?™* l °° ked at l9 unchange- 
ense of the word <„ ..?. jves that canon! * a n~„ i« ^w_ Z_j 



ignorance which is inexcusable or the deliberate intent to 
deceive. 

Let us now turn to another of Davies's books, Apoloqia 
Pro Marcel Lefebvre , volume 2. On Dage 235 of that work is 
to be found another piece of hypocrisy on Lefebvre's part 
about which Davies keeps silent. A footnote there contains 
this reference to a passage from a letter of Lefebvre which 
he has just quoted: 

"Although the Archbishop expresses doubt as to the 
validity of a papal election from which cardinals over 
the age of eighty had been excluded. . .he withdrew these 
reservations after the papal elections, as is made clear 
on page 372, and in his letter to Pope John-Paul II on 
page 378." 

Yes, Davies really wrote those words. And are greater 
and more obvious inconsistency and insincerity imaginable 
than the inconsistency and insincerity on the part of 
Lefebvre to which Davies's words testify? Before Wojtyla had 
been elected, Davies tells us, Lefebvre was insisting that an 
election which excludes some of the members of the "Sacred 
College" would be invalid; but after his ploy had failed, and 
the election had taken place nevertheless, rather than adopt 
the correct "sede vacante" position, Lefebvre conveniently 
changes his mind and decides that a group of "cardinals" who 
have excluded from participation some of the other "card- 
inals" can validly elect a pope after all. 

Heresy on the Incarnation 

And still we have not yet shown the full enormity of 
Davies's role in covering up Lefebvre's crimes and helping to 
give them an acceptable face; for there appear to be 
literally no limits to his determination to blind himself, or 
anyway his readers, to the frequent occasions when that vile 
prelate's sheep's clothing is so threadbare that the wolf 
concealed inside it becomes readily visible. Thus we find 
that Davies does not see fit to make an adverse comment, nor 
even a questioning one, even when Lefebvre utters outright 
heresy in a very public way, and this is pointed out by 
writers all over the world. Indeed, far from such a mutinous 
thought even entering his mind, he merely records the 
heresies as though they were an admirable piece of Catholic 
theology. 

Let us turn to page 210 of the first volume of the 
Apoloqia Pro Marcel Lefebvre , where Davies quotes the full 
text of Lefebvre's famous sermon which he delivered on the 
occasion when, on 29th June 1976, *82 he ordained thirteen 
priests and thirteen subdeacons in his first public defiance 
of the Vatican. In this widely disseminated sermon Lefebvre 
at one point gives a statement of what he «« d ?»£a n d 8 by the 
Incarnation - one of the four doctrines of the Catholic 
Church so fundamental that they must be known fo Ration 
by all those who have reached the age of reason. And here is 
his account of it: 



82. „e have. In face, o-ade a f •• . -inor ^J^'. ™ 
Davies'e tr.nalation to bring it closer to ^f^vce 
original French. They do not affect the point at i..u.. 
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. „ f the Word of God was infused i nt 
"...the Divinity oi ft n d ... 

this humanity which He 




ves 
as 

it 



heresies 



anoint i"? •••"■ . and CO nsecrat« mm w»« ^«ive 

descends on the head J Qur Lord Jesug chrlgt wa 

this oil. ^%^ iv i n ity of the Word of God, and U 
penetrated I by the i i de y Priest , thus that He was made 

uaa thUS tnat «e w«= B 

Meai.tor between God ar.dt.en... 

mcluded in this short passage are no fewer than two 

,ies: 

(i ) The direct implication, twice made, that Our 
,. v „„«i.u hart existence prior to its being infused 
L b ; r te h o"Tinity ■ in other wo'rds that Jesus Christ was 
at one s age a mere man who was later filled with the 
godhead ("penetrated by the Divinity of the Word of 
God"). 

(ii) The direct implication that His priesthood 
was something which He acquired at a particular stage in 
His earthly life rather than an attribute which He 
possessed from the first instant of His incarnation. 

The correct doctrine of the Incarnation, we point out 
for the sake of completeness, is that the Second Person of 
the Blessed Trinity added human nature to His Divine nature 
so that the man Jesus Christ, from the first moment of His 
existence - that is to say, of the creation of His human body 
and soul - was God . At no stage did a purely human Jesus 
Christ exist to whom God united Himself. 

Could this heresy be attributed to mere error or 
confusion of terminology? Even on the supposition that it 
would be permissible to allow for such factors in a sermon by 
!«rMn?, P i. Car if Y pre P ared for ^ important occasion, this 
allv iV- a**? Ca w n - scarcel y h ave been uttered accident- 
?oo y exact ?£" " W \ iCh , U ls C0Uched are to ° detailed and 
several mataanvTf F fUndamental error bei "9 expressed in 
too e "«!?a^ and they represent 

urch a eto " 6Sy r hiGh Wa9 cu "ent in the early 
Davies 0/0^0^ ellT^^A "^ ° n the P&rt ° f 
induced by hero-worship e only t0 the blindness 
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iSl^iSl, where he say,, " VOlu,ne °' Apologia Pro Marcel 
^iS^™* W \\\" 3t " ea o. — Y occasions 

dl »cern. The rea90nlng that 



Davies seems to be presenting to us is that, because Lefebvr- 
has said that he is doing nothing but upholding the Faith as 
he received it, those who condemn him are therefore condemn- 
ing that Faith. What of the possibility that Lefebvre's 
assertion that "all he is doing is to uphold the faith as he 
received it" is not true? It does not seem to have occurred 
to him. He does not even consider it necessary to offer any 
justification or support for his statement. Lefebvre has 
made the claim - therefore, it must be trua. Lefebvre has 
said that he is right - it therefore follows, as night 
follows day, that those who disagree with him must be wrong. 

In short, those two sentences make it clear that 
Lefebvre has become in Davies's eyes an oracle of Divine 
Revelation. He has the same authority as the Extraordinary 
Magisterium, if not higher; and certainly, from what we 
shall be seeing in the next chapter of this Dossier , much 
higher than that which Davies attributes to the Ordinary 
Magisterium. What other men have to argue and prove, 
Lefebvre needs only to assert and he must be believed. The 
same attitude is shown time and time again throughout 
Davies's writings, as again and again he quotes Lefebvre's 
words as though that purveyor of doctrinal poison were some 
kind of an authority to whom Catholics must give consent. 

Moreover, his recent independent stance, mildly critical 
of Lefebvre's unlawful Consecration of four bishops in mid- 
1988, *83 does not improve, but aggravates this aspect of his 
writings, for it means that, whereas previously Davies had 
himself been treating Lefebvre as infallible as well as 
requiring others to do so, now it seems that he, Davies, is 
entitled to doubt Lefebvre's inerrancy on one isolated point, 
and that on this one point others also are entitled to 
disagree with Lefebvre and support Davies - who would thus 
seem to have inherited some of Lefebvre's forfeited status - 
and yet this "grave error of judgement"* 84 made by Lefebvre 
does not , in Davies's views, give any ground for re-opening 
and examining anew other controversial questions concerning 
the present situation of the Church about which he has in the 
past encouraged his readers to accept Lefebvre's opinions as 
definitions . 

Disneyland Theology 
Probably the most fantastic piece of Davies's dishonesty 



in connection with Lefebvre, however, occurred in an article 
which he wrote in The Remnant for 31st July 1983 we shall 
quote the whole extract since it is a good illustration of 
how the combination of Davies's style, the esteem in which 
he is held, and, we fear, the supineness of a sufficiently 
large number of people to make him a widely read author, 

83* see, for instance, The Remnant 30th November 1988 
for a statement of Davies's attitude to the Society of St. 
Pius X and its founder since the Consecrations. 

84* Letter to th* n*il y Telegraph by Davies, published 
6th June 1988. 

85* It i9 important to note that, provided that there 
are sufficient uncritical and admiring reader of hi. -ork. ; 
Davies can afford to ignore people who con81 « r consider- 
to be pernicious rubbish, even though they too 
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K„nv his readers into believing 

nlv the small" 1 - w 
SUPP h {tno0S e on the patience of our readers 

But first we must imP ? lves in order to summarize for 
Tittle by interrupting ourse i the article f 

t^ the Iain event s wh-hjrec.p^ hl , 

SJf- Vo«tion e- l l Y l prehension of what Dav.es wrote ln 

it would be impossible. 

,Kon nripsts of the Society of St. Pius 
The story began when priests o ^ 

X 6 f ^^ebvr'drvid "/the country into two "districts", 
l9 70s. ^Lefebvr e di via t each t0 be served by a 

th e Northeast^ and the Southwegt groap has a college 

separate group of ^ P riests " those days had the notorious "Fr." 

Beet 5 :; £zz>™: &"£?&. - d p- d — the pr io ? icai 

r-u/d The ^nqelus. The Northeast District, under "Fr." 

C C c e Kell? wa s based at Oyster Bay, New York had a 

seminary at Ridgefield, Connecticut, and produced The Roman 
Catholic . 

Even leaving aside consideration of the pernicious 
errors with which a non-Catholic periodical must inevitably 
be infested, The Angelus has never been worth more than a 
momentary glance. This was not always true of The Roman 
Catholic , however. In the early 1980s its editors were 
showing themselves to be, unlike the regular contributors to 
The Angelus , perfectly capable of writing articles of such 
competent scholarship and accurate reasoning that only 
occasionally did their writings show that they were not 
orthodox Catholics. But this relatively high standard was 
not maintained. About five years ago, a deliberate decision 
was taken to downgrade the contents of the magazine in order 
to try to interest a wider range of readers, and it is a fair 
indication of the extent to which The Roman Catholic 
immediately degenerated to say that since then it has been 
every bit as trivial as The Angelus and arguably more so. It 
is not that The Roman Catholic h„c new editors; it is that 

UahtwpVnL ° Sen ^° orostitu te their talents to popular 
lightweight journalism. * 



differed con iderabiv in r^*^ ° f the tW ° districts 
considerably lorV^ll Vi.?J a " cter ' the Northeast being 
than the Southwest. Articles 



aifpJVlV bef °I e 1983 the c ^rgy of 

able in number; for th*» i.h. 

reach the former. P U hi<*^? r are denl ^ a forum which would 
2l§er and Approaches/A Vr«J ^ . Uke The Remnant . Christian 
we .*now fr "^ThTTxpVFT^7r' fo / Stance, would never, as 
print articles severely critic,^ , 0ur9e ^es and of others, 
pondence columns. Y Critlc *l of Davies, even in corres- 

86* 

87* D , " haU foll °» this usage. 
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in their respective periodical ^n f p 

practice, and private conversation tn, 'J" 6 ?* ° f P«toral 

ences between the two a k il™ ensured that the differ- 



Particular ooints of Frinn«. i_ .. 
the Northeast Dl,??ict .„d JC ««: "" "" PrU " 3 of 

nr**~J? ) that .^he liturgical change 3 it incorp- 
orated presided over, as they were, by the 
notorious Freemason Annlbale Bugni ni , w*re 
evidently a prelude to the Novus Ordo, and 

*** - (b) ^\n the Societ y'3 1976 General Chapter 
liturg^/ "" ° E th * totally ""reformed 

(ii) The fact that Lefebvre allowed "priests- 
ordained in the 1968 rite to function in the Society 
despite the strong grounds for regarding this rite as of 
doubtful validity. 

(iii) Lefebvre's insistence that the marriage 
annulments which the Conciliar Church hands out to 
separated spouses at the drop of a hat be regarded as 
valid. 

(iv) Lefebvre's refusal to allow members of the 
Society to dissent from his present convictions 
concerning the validity of the Novus Ordo, the occupancy 
of the Holy See, etc. (The Northeast clergy for the 
most part held the See to be vacant and the new 
sacramental rites to be doubtful - though they wrongly 
considered these points to be merely matters of 
opinion. ) 

(v) Lefebvre's policy of expelling from the 
Society without following the due canonical procedure 
members who clashed with him on these and other issues. 

For a while the dispute simmered quietly without leading 
to open breach; but on 25th March 1983 nine priests of the 
Northeast Section wrote a firm but respectful letter to 
Lefebvre concerning their anxieties on the subjects mentioned 
above. Then things moved fast. All nine signatories to the 
letter were purportedly dismissed from the Society, and one 
of them ("Fr." Dolan) was also dismissed as rector of the 
seminary. Lefebvre wrote to as many of the Society's 
supporters in the Northeast District as he could, denouncing 
the nine priests who had offended him and including in his 
letter many lies and distortions, not only of the facts 
9urrounding the dispute, but even going so far as to quote 



88* Priests of neither group were genuinely Catholic 
clergy, but they were believed to be such, both by themselves 
and those who received their ministrations. 
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thing which he does not say.*89 
« Thomas as saying *ome QUt fchese m i sre present- 

St ' ?„, nriests were P r °^ " i s ions and dismissals were i n 
The nin !i r if note that the expuls 10 n 




profess 
it may be. ) 

^v,o ninp Driests have effectively been a 
Thereaft nV, a ion Vro. the Society of St. Pius X, though 

T^VcS «?« is c°" fi ™ ed b * the faCt that the * 
SSI K«ib.t. of Lefebvre's organization (The 
still ciii!' attesting their non-Catholic status is 

°tn !r re u"al public? "to avow the dogmatic fact of the 
current vacancy of the Holy See.) When Lefebvre went to the 
U S A in 1984, three of the four seminarians he then ordained 
to the priesthood left him immediately after Ordination - 
breaking the vow of obedience they had just taken to their 
superiors in the Society - to join the breakaway nine who 
thus became twelve. A legal battle has been waged, at great 
length and cost to the supporters of both groups, over the 
ownership of the Society's property in the Northeast 
District, and the Society of St. Pius X has formed a skeleton 
network of priests who remain loyal to Lefebvre to serve 
those who are no longer prepared to receive the sacraments 
from the twelve dissidents. 

And it is worth noting that since the split no inter- 
ested outsider has had any excuse for being deceived by 
either group; for a great deal of ink has been spilt by both 
sides in the efforts of each to justify its position at the 
expense of the other, and in the course of the paper war much 
£ln L J Cly . u V Catholic ln the conduct of both sides has 
had «a3f r JSr 8 t Vely exposed ' The dissidents hivT certainly 
persuasivPiv K. r ° n9 ' r v Case and have Presented it much more 
persuasively, but neither has succeeded in justifying its own 




^ot^'Jsti^ir* 11 ^ reaS ° n that Mlt *« PO-ition is 

Now, with this background, we can allow Davies to 
express in his own words the comment which he thought the 
episode merited: •wuym. <_ne 

<n ^hl Th Q iS • b I ingS < : V t0 . the sub 3 ect of ^cent upheavals 
in the Society of St. Pius X. I promised to make some 
comment upon this in my last letter. My comment will be 
brief, surprisingly brief some readers may consider. 
The reason is that all that needs to be said upon this 
topic has appeared in the June and July issues of The 
Angelus , the official English-language journal of tHe 
Society of St. Pius X... Those who require the facts 
about what has happened can do no better than obtain 
these two issues. All I will add is that I support the 
Archbishop totally in the action he has taken, my one 
regret is that he did not expel the ringleaders of what 
must be termed the Oyster Bay sect two years ago. [The 
punctuation anomaly is as in the original. - J.S.D.] 
If he had done so, only four priests rather than nine 
might be lost to the Society. While these priests 
retained their status as official members of the Society 
it could not be considered a credible traditional 
Catholic organisation, at least in the North East 
district. It is now up to the priests who have remained 
loyal to the Archbishop to give the Society a credible 
image. It will not be an easy task as there is a lot to 
live down. As to the propaganda being sent out from 
Oyster Bay in favour of the new sect, it has about as 
much relevance to Catholic theology as the literature 
distributed by Jehovah's Witnesses. It can only be 
termed a Disneyland theology, with Goofy as the 
principal author. But, as I have just remarked, the 
Devil can appear as an angel of light, and for some 
years at least thousands of traditional Catholics will 
assist at the masses of priests of the new Oyster Bay 
sect, just as they do at masses of the Diem Sect, or the 
Old Roman Catholics, and come out feeling all warm and 
tingly because they have been present at the tradition- 
al Mass, and deluding themselves that they are staunch 
upholders of tradition." 

Now Davies is certainly correct - although for the wrong 
reasons - in saying that the Oyster Bay organisation is 
schismatic, and we are certainly not going to defend these 
enemies of God and His Church. However, we certainly cannot 
go a step further and say that we are for once in agreement 
with what Davies writes; for his attack on that group is as 
grossly dishonest as his attacks on those who write and act 
in accordance with truth. In fact, one could go further, and 
say that Davies is using against this group the very tactics 
which are used by the Modernist revolutionaries against him 
and anyone else who opposes in any degree the revolution. 




"As to the propaganda being sent out : fro. -Oyster 
Bay in favour of the new sect, it has *° ou 
relevance to Catholic theology as the literature 
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. and of course as soon as one examines 

Strong language! Ana ttent ively, it is obvious that he 
what he is saying at au custon , ar y technique of propagand- 
as adopted - sunk to "J language in order to drive 
Jsts of using extremely proffer any evidence f or 
none his point Jith ^nert ^^ . gsueg Qygter 
It. Anyone wh ° ha Vr * holic, in which the dissident priests 
periodical Thf R ™ a ° U ^ many other theological topics, 
inade their case and wrote o * not catholic, it bore a 
kB °T Tol'er resemblance to Catholicism than does anything 
fished U SseJSSSSSt or The Angelus . 

K a u,h*t makes it even worse is that times without 

And what maicesic writing career that 

number Davies has complain d^urg Conciliar 

Sio^rt Vit^ofVX «P to hi y s justifications for 
his position Novus Ordo priests simply dismiss him as a 
schismatic or a crank.*™ Now we see him adopting exactly 
the same course in his response to the Oyster Bay contro- 
versy. Disneyland theology written by Goofy, he sneers; the 
former members of the Society of St. Pius X based at Oyster 
Bay should have been dismissed from the Society a long time 
ago; Lefebvre is right in what he is doing - and anyone who 
wants this to be proved to him need only read the propaganda 
on this subject put out by Lefebvre's side.* 91 Thus in the 

90 * Cf., for instance, his "Open Letter to the Editor of 
the Universe - ( Christian Order , May 1982), a piece of 
sustained invective which for its literary merits in our view 
deserves comparison with the diatribes of Swift and Pope, but 
the cogency of which is seriously undermined by the fact that 
its accusations are no less applicable to its author than to 
its addressee. 

that 
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oeyona those made hv * n A " w " c c * ten t tnat his claims go 
"* first place his claw' ''** in ** *ngelu» . But, in 

SMfflslaa. for Th^Vi' , dM tainly ^ *° be y° nd those 0f 

attempt to aemonstFatetKT^ n0t ' for ln9t ance, make any 
IzlZu ' hence D *vies.3 char/,?* ? C 9Chism ^ ain9t the di9 ' 

hSh*! 10 ! S6Ct ' th0U g rtru? f «r erlMtl ° n ° E them " a n ° n " 

at browh" m ? d ' counts to no J 6390 " 3 <* uite other than an * 
absencro?' 109 Ms ™*«r. ^ "J" "i«n yet another attempt 
ThenL? any evi dence, whether ? Pt his assertions in the 
AntiT^- * nd secondly the e r vp fu ? l3hed by himself or by 
^telSpTs to a e i83ues to which n. .° the exte n fc that ^he 
P rl ^ts f i? 3 a r n ! fl wer the case mad \°' V * M refers hi9 readers, 
! atl3 fy ng an VOn P ° n l e U *o weak *l ^ dt "ident Oyster Bay 
he -« on\ e 7ehv r ^° had "°t a\ a * to b * quite inclpable of 
question «. V. ebv fe's si** c aLready ma d» , 1r > m. ~i^ i-hat 



light of what he has com D lained about in the oa<;h * n * 
indeed still does complain about - we have to add' ^ S r 
charge of gross dishonesty the even more unpleasant, but 
overwhelmingly justified, charge of gross hypocrisy 

The Credibility of the Society of St. Pius X 

Before we leave this episode, we should like to draw 
our readers attention to perhaps the most interesting 
sentence of all in Davies's article in The Remna nt. About 
half-way through, the following words will be found: 

"While these priests retained their status as 
official members of the Society it could not be con- 
sidered a credible traditional Catholic organisation, at 
least in the North East district." 

Now if Oavies had been an honest man, rather than a 
time-server, he would not have waited until after the priests 
had been expelled to declare publicly that until their 
expulsion the Society had not been a "credible traditional 
Catholic organisation". He would have said at the time ; "the 
Society of St. Pius X is not a credible traditional Catholic 
organisation." The only reason that he did not say this is 
that he found it inconvenient - and once a man suppresses the 
truth on one occasion because he finds it inconvenient, there 
is unlikely to be any limit to the extent to which he is 
prepared to go on suppressing further inconvenient truths. 

There is one other fact relevant to this affair which, 
because it is spectacularly ironical, we must not neglect to 
mention. At the time that Davies made the declaration about 
the nine Oyster Bay priests that we have been discussing, 
the superior of the other (Southwest) district of the 
Society of St. Pius X in the U.S.A., responsible, incidental- 
ly for publishing The Angelus , was, as we have mentioned, a 
certain "Fr." Hector Bolduc, who, though he has a number of 
closish rivals, must surely be the most scandalous and 
sinister priest masquerading under the label of "trad- 
itionalist Catholic" in the English-speaking world. For the 
benefit of readers who do not object to their hair being made 
to stand on end, we observe again that we have described this 
monster in adequate detail in our Second C atalogue of 
Poisonous Priests (page 14 et seq.) 

Is there a Modernist Conspiracy ? 

Another of the subjects which induce Davies to mislead 
his readers with the assistance of his well practised mental 



under dispute - i.e. his legitimacy - accusing the nine 
dissidents of "moving .. .too far away from the Pope (July 
1983, page 2). And on the subject of the use in the Society 
of "priests" ordained in the new rite, the dubious validity 
of wh'ich, one of the nine^- "Jr.^ Jenkins ^ - had^ triumph^ 
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--..h the evidence that is available, it would be 
-With the eviae t o be able to prove that, as a 

an exaggeration to ciai Uberals] are motivated by a 
^cior^alicious desire to destroy the Church." 

k «« Mfl P 117 he goes as far as to admit the 
And although on pag £ 7 * again3t the church, he 

6X1 % te r P lv afterward negates the effect of that admission: 
immediately ** terwar to let themselves suspect that what has 
take place in EK« Church in recent years is the direct 
result of the machinations of these conspirators. This la 
what he solemnly tells them: 

"The great danger here is to begin with a theory 
and then find the facts to prove it while ignoring 
evidence that points in another direction. St. Pius X 
warned us that the Church is under attack from internal 
enemies determined to destroy her from within..." 

Is Davies going to draw from this the lesson that, 
since the destruction has now taken place, the "internal 
enemies" in question must have been responsible? Far from 

it. 

"...but we would be foolish to presume that most or even 
many of the leading progressives are deliberately 
conspiring to destroy the Church." 

a ^«« Why f D !w ies „ is . S0 enthusiastic to rule out any interpret- 
"° r , he Vatlcan " revolution as the effects of con- 
know ll«*L ° rC ! S - w , lthln the Church ' we do not pretend to 
inteVpreUMon u n l?; !" inconve nient consequence of such an 
conclusTon S h tha l lt would inevitably lead to the 
cSMSSircoSSir^ haVG l6d the "volition were also 

to inconvenient troth, I Uttle about Davies' s attitude 

againhe is glliitv of ;.f, yh ° W ' C ° r wh atever reason, yet 
subject, and in this caVJ k? . t0 face UD t0 evidence on the 
only of evidence but aioT « S involv ed is suppression not 
Moreover, it ig subtly d ° *« Va - St b ° dy ° f literature. 
Graber's inadequate UttU k \ J* 6 ls ha PPy to quote from 
iSnTT*' WMch P«t. .oi bui k , ^ana»t^ and the Church of 
infiltration; but no? a hi?? ^^ revolution on Masonic 
author" 06 ° f ma ^ r works of 1 t P ? ears ln hl * works of the 
SmS^U^^ by such 

i^cilT /a Sfrtly clear Vc " d MaU ' iC ? Plna * 
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trolled by conspirators down to its finest details through- 
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Freemasons known as the Ca rbonar i™who /"in" the * eVr 1 v 
nineteenth century, acted as the headquarters of European 
Freemasonry. This instruction came into the hands of the 
Church in 1846 and was communicated by Pope Gregory XVI to a 
French anti-Judaeo-Masonic writer called Cretineau-Joly who 
in a book called L'Egllse Romaine en face de la Revoluti on! 

later published it with the approval of Pope Pius IX. It~Ts 

worth giving some extracts: 

"Our ultimate end is. ..the final destruction of 
Catholicism, and even of the Christian idea. The work 
which we have undertaken is not the work of a day, nor 
of a month, nor of a year. It may last years, a 
century, perhaps... Catholicism has a vitality which 
survives such attacks with ease... We may therefore 
allow our brethren in those countries to work off their 
frenzy of anti-Catholic zeal, allow them to ridicule our 
Madonnas and our apparent devotion. Under this cloak we 
may conspire at our convenience, and arrive, little by 
little, at our ultimate aim... The pope [meaning, of 
course, a true pope - J. S.D.I, whoever he may be, will 
never enter the secret societies. It then becomes the 
duty of the secret societies to make the first advances 
to the Church, and to the pope, with the object of 
conquering both. That which we should seek, that which 
we should await, as the Jews await a Messiah, is a pope 
[i.e. a heretical usurper of that office - J.S.D.] 
according to our wants... In order to secure to us a 
pope in the manner required, it is necessary to shape 
for that pope a generation worthy of the reign of which 
we dream... In a few years, the young clergy will have 
invaded all the functions and will govern, administer 
and judge. They will form the council of the Sovereign 
and will be called upon to choose the pontiff who will 
reign. That pontiff [John XXIII - J.S.D.], like the 
greater part of his contemporaries, will be necessarily 
imbued with the Italian and humanitarian principles 
which we are about to put into circulation... Seek out 
the pope of whom we give the portrait. You wish to 
establish the reign of the elect upon the throne of the 
whore of Babylon? Let the clergy march under your 
banner in the belief always that they march under the 
banner of the Apostolic Keys... 

"Lay your nets like Simon Bar-Jonah. Lay them in 
the depths of sacristies, seminaries and convents, 
rather than in the depths of the sea... You will fish up 
a revolution in tiara and cope, marching with cross and 
banner. " 

Such was the blueprint of the enemies of the Church by 
which to destroy her, which they had conceived a ^hundred and 
fifty years ago. In the last thirty y_ears w have^een 



fifty years ago. in cue ta*u *.. ...... ' "~ hh o visible 

exactly what they plotted come to pass - not the visible 

destruction of the Church by the violence of external 

_ a v. i u v, <_ i v v o-.t- = «"a inhpntion at this DOlnC; 

enemies, for that was not Satan s intention 
but as close to the complete destruction 




Yet Mr. Davies would have hi, -d-s ^Ueve^hat^there 

l : ?»r m l££\»™on^» &« *> on nothing but a 

prodigious degree of self-deception. 

ri||rhrr ,.,.,v.ki, observations of Mr. Michael Davies 

The following quotations, also taken from Davies's 
works require les's comment from us than the foregoing and 
for the most part will be allowed to stand for themselves. 

We start with this interesting sentence from page 19 of 
Pope John's Council : 

"There was a definite need for a widespread 
liturgical renewal in the pre-Conciliar Church." 

So Davies is not really a defender of the Tridentine 
Mass at all. He is opposed to the Novus Ordo, but he is also 
opposed to the Mass of Pope St. Pius V. What he favours is 
the as yet unwritten Davies Ordo Missae, which lies somewhere 
between the two. 

And that sentence was certainly no mere slip of his 
typewriter, for in an article in The Remnant for 31st May 
1979 he again made it clear that this was his position. 
Although he was opposed to the present "New Mass", he said 
there, he was by no means opposed to all possible "New 
Masses"; and if the Novus Ordo were adapted to make it 
resemble the traditional Mass more, 

"...a refusal of traditionalists to revise their 
attitude in any way would constitute immobilism and it 
would be hard to justify it with a convincing defence." 

* * * 

were Inv ftV* ^Ti* ^ ? 0th November l "l Davies's readers 
were invited to D oin him in the following sentiments: 

evidently Ca\honcN GOd ^ he l**n-P.ul "1 ia " 
We hope that no comment is necessary. 
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connection with^hat the E eiemiea 8 o? ►** ^ Apparently" in 
because - according to Catholcdon, <* Charch have achieved, 
Law - any members of the Ch ur J ^ ' tradition and Canon 

way party to the "reforming r*f Wh ° make themselves in any 
«ase to be members of the Ch?r l"? t0 ' b * that V "V fact 
course but just as pure i n ZVf' 1 ^^ her "aller, of 
was before. ln her doctrine and practice as she 
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An article in The Angelus of December i qqa 
conversation which Davies" ha* had with .sinister 'IT^* 9 * 
Malcolm Muggeridge, included this: sinter broadcaster 

"I later asked Mr. Muqqeridap i f k« •. j 

a politician of real intent ft & trTa^to^"" He 
could name only one ... President Reagan." toa ay. He 




California's Abortion Bill, which woulY othiVwisTnot^hav* 
been passed at that time; he was a member of the Masonic 
one-world organisation called "United World Federalists"; 
and, to cap it all, he is a 3exual pervert. Evidence for the 
foregoing is all available on reguest. 

Examples of Arrogance 

We now come to another of Davies's maior characteristics 
manifested in his writings: colossal arrogance. Readers 
tending to accept Davies as a trustworthy authority appear on 
the whole scarcely to have noticed this, but, especially once 
attention is drawn to it, to an eye which has retained any 
sort of power of critical judgement, it could hardly be more 
obvious. Here are two instances, both of them interesting 
because, while on the surface they appear by no means 
unacceptable, in fact they could not have been written except 
by someone with a grossly inflated concept of his own self- 
importance. 

The first Is on page 623 of Pope Paul's New Mass , where 
he refers to "Professor J. P. van der Ploeg O.P., a theologian 
for whom I have the greatest respect." 

Now there is of course nothing, as such, wrong with 
having great resoect for a theologian, but that does not 
prevent Davies's words from being something that no one with 
even an ounce of Catholic humility would ever say, even if 
he had the learning and judgement of a Doctor of the Church. 
For what is objectionable about them is that he considers it 
to be of some significance to his readers that he holds this 
particular professor in high regard. Since he, Davies, holds 
van der Ploeg in great esteem - the implication is - his 
readers should do the same. And whereas this might not 
matter if van der Ploeg's theological eminence or lacK ot 1 
were something upon which little depended, it certainlyj||s 
matter when it is a major factor in support of Davies s case. 

Other writers, when quoting an author ity ., mi< ^ *** 
something like: "Professor Smith, a theologian who ^ w^eiy 
respected in Catholic circles..." or "Mgr 993- the 

Catholic Encyclopaedia describes as a weighty a ^horit y 

t his subject..." Divies, however, Ce ! l9 nn t l ^ at wo ^L 2 5T 

judgement is of such weight that it is not only wo rt y^ 
being g iven but - and this is the real P©^ te3timon ials 
Efficient to obviate the need to cite fur ^ r h ; e ig sa ying: 
in Professor van der Ploeg's favour. In e»ec theo logian 

"You can safely accept that he is an « n,ln £" ve> Tne re 
because 1^ am telling you that this is what i 
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, n look for any further evidence in 
a for Y oU t0 #. ■ 
is n0 nee n of my judge^nt. 

confirmatio a . hi tude is apparent on page 335 of the 

Exactly the same a tt 
y. w here he w' 11 
same „ {th or. Francis Clark that the term 

" T C ° nC f U L rite' should be avoided." 
•intention of a rite 

• B ,•« riqht in his contention is discussed 
Whether Davies ar \ but what is of interest in the present 




compel..- ~ . .,. 1o< j to express an opnuun «.. v-..*o ^^m., DUt 
certainly entitled to e P ^ ^^ fche facfc ^ h 

^il "olds th 3 e s'ame view as adding some weight to Clark's 
contention? 

Please do not misunderstand us. There is nothing wrong 
in a Catholic holding an opinion about someone else, nor in 
his concurring with something that person says, nor in his 
saving any or all of this publicly. Even a non-specialist 
layman may express his view. But if he is going to build any 
argument on his opinion, or to expect his readers to accept 
his judgement, then it is essential that he says why he holds 
it, and thus allows those who read what he says to weigh up 
his evidence for themselves. And if Davies had given his 
reasons for agreeing with Clark, then the sentence would be 
unobjectionable. But in the world of scholarship, and in any 
civilized circles, even in the non-Catholic world, only a man 
of the very highest authority and learning in a specific 
field would consider the weight of his judgement to be such 
that he could make an assertion on a controversial subject 
and expect to be believed without supplying any evidence. 
Thus, for instance, a professor who had devoted twenty years 
of life to studying the works of Tacitus might fittingly say: 
I agree with Dr. Blogg's theory as to the probable comp- 
letion of Tacitus's Annals." But even someone who had 
hu*«r? co " iderabl e general reputation as a classical 
the <iK W t th0 , ut : h owever, having made a special study of 
without lilt* at K l3sue ' w ould not make such an assertion 
si-Ply be S s 9 m i hl V Vidence ' because th * assertion would 
with no spec al coiner the unsu PP° r ted opinion of someone 
discussed LUewisTiJ T " re ? utation ™ the matter being 
status of an aufeW < J ■ n ° Crime to state a fact about thS 
author is wnsid-ri V u lted " 9uch ag th *t a particular 
or that his treatment ? ** the leadin 9 8chola ' ^ his field, 
-provided that such excellen t, very learned or whatever 
?^lIilil_£ecognized a «, aSSe K tiona are accurate and would be 



"t" "elected authorities V l ™>oderate qualifications or 

often painfully unqu all VuH Uppo , rted b * nothing save his own, 
not in P T e ? 8chol » y m Pini0n ' that D *vies falls foul 

not inconsiderable conc elt . terary cour tesy and exposes his 

R?^^ D .* Vi * 9 ' whose works have been 

P^de and 1 n ° e the v first J? tr ^itionalists" throughout 

and conce it, but ft f a PPear P ed ' ^ould have succumbed to 

18 * facet of his character which 
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all those who ever read him 

others, should be aware of. recomm end his writings to 

Even Heretics and ^h j 9matica NnM „ 

Now although Davi^s's mo^h far„~~>. j • 
as we know, remained blind to thlTotr^ 6 ? h * Ve ' " far 
feature of Michael Davies, U ha in faJ? h" Unpleagant 
others apart from ourselves, two sFwhon wt^h-n" n ° ted by 
Both, we must make it clPar are firm? uV! * u" " quote - 
Church, as Davies is, but it is l«l VL 0Ut9lde . the Catholic 
what they have to -v^ because^eU^^^: l° n £?. 
particular case is relating what he says to theology, and 
^r^ge^nV. reaS ° n9 ' Cl *" 1 * «" "«*«**. ^ -k^ 

n l. In r h n iS !? ulletin of 12 th December 1982, "Fr." Oswald 
Baker of Downham Market, England, wrote as follows: 

"The November issue of Christian Order carried a 
bitter attack on the Archbishop iThucJ. His lay critic 
in a sadly uncharacteristic manner [??], (the article 
contains 'I' some thirty times), begins the attack with 
a somewhat imperious admonition, concerning both 'the 
U.S.A. and Europe'. 'I have warned from time to time of 
an increasingly schismatic mentality...' Such an 
opening, on such a subject, is unusual from anyone below 
the rank of pope. " 

And in the February 1982 issue of The Roman Catholic , 
"Fr." Anthony Cekada wrote the following comment, under the 
heading "By What Authority?" 

"Michael Davies has recently written an article in 
The Remnant in which he says that 'some traditional 
Catholics, both priests and laymen, ' are headed in a 
'schismatic direction' on the question of the new 
sacramental rites. Further, he states that 'I do not 
have the least hesitation in recognizing the members of 
C.U.F. [Catholics United for the Faith] as my fellow 
Catholics - though I can no longer extend this recog- 
nition to some priests and laymen claiming to be 
traditional Catholics.' The argumentation by which he 
attempts to justify his first statement leaves one with 
the impression that he defines 'schism' as 'disagreement 
with the theories of Mr. Davies'. As regards his second 
statement, the best possible response to such insuf- 
ferable pretension is a chorus of raucous laughter. Are 
those who disagree with the theories of Mr. Davies on 
the new sacraments now supposed to recant and submit 
themselves to his quasi-pontifical authority in the hope 
of receiving his 'recognition 1 ? Mr. Davies, I believe, 
has acquired a rather inflated idea of his own impor- 
tance. Those who regularly follow his columns are urged 
to recall that he is a school-teacher and part-time 
journalist - and, as such, he has no authority to 
'extend recognition' to anyone." 

It is questionable whether Davies would even be prepared 
to "extend" to this admirable summary his "recognition" of it 
as "a point of view"! 
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• aHfi-th the wicked and he that 
» He that " ia ? C g t ~ bo th are abominable before 

T^ a Rlunt Truth 

«f this chapter is to establish where Davies 
The purpose or ai spectrum an d, insofar as the 

stands m the , tne ° * ol lcal positions (each thought by 
oroponents of riva co " rrect and Catholic) can be thought of 
Us supporters to t not an inappropriate image), 0n 

as opposing arme By refe rence to many pertinent 

what side Davies is y u hQ shown . 

quotations from his writings, 

(a) that in the most fundamental division that 
ovists among those who call themselves Catholics today - 
namoiv whether or not one acknowledges the religion of 
which Karol Wojtyla (John-Paul II) is head (with all its 
new rites, new catechisms, "lay ministers," charis- 
matics, ecumenism, religious liberty and episcopal 
collegiality) as the Church founded by Je9U9 Christ uDon 
the rock of St. Peter - Michael Davies is firmly with 
the "Conciliar Church", and therefore outside and 
opposed to the Catholic Church which - as is extensively 
demonstrated for the benefit of those not already aware 
of the fact throughout this Dossier , and especially in 
chapter 3, - is most certainly not the organization led 
by John-Paul II, nor has it any members in common with 
that "sect of perdition" (2 Peter 2:1); and 

(b) perhaps more surprisingly to those who have 
read his works superficially, that if a division be made 
between, on the one hand, those who attack and oppose 
the aspects of the Conciliar Church in which it differs 
from pre-Conciliar doctrine and practice, and denounce 
the men responsible for introducing them, and, on the 
otner hand, those who defend the novelties in question 
ana ao out nf m«<„ .__... .. . . 



and go out 
and protec 



. .-„„ „„ w uclcuu tne novelties in queai-iuu 
of their way to vindicate their perpetrators 
:t them from attack and exposure, Michael 



DaviP* ^.il L " on atcacK and exposur 
Davies definitely belongs to the latter group 
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this ought not to prevent a writer 1 P *"¥ ° f the Hol Y Se ^ 
the traditional teaching ? the Church "jS*?" ? adhere t0 
expo 3 e the machinations of the ConcUUr C^ur^ 6 ^ 109 t0 
a spade a spade and apportionina hi 111 S' from call ^g 

yet this is cert.inly P S2t t iS:i n ?a"™dSr e ol™Vclli ™ 
he consistently refuses to go beyond ceit, „ nfl . . ".T 
criticisms of the Concilia^ Church and its senior prelate* 3 
and no less consistently makes exceptional effort ? \\1)IIa 
these monsters and minimize their evident com? HfJ « "J 

responsibility for, the post-Conciliar debacle* * ' Md 

Take, for instance, the first of the Conciliar "popes", 
Angelo Roncalli, known as John XXIII... y 

"Good Pope John "? 

Readers of Pope John' s Council will find that this book 
contains copious evidence that John XXIII was a liar and a 
liberal who compromised with Communism, and, on the basis of 
an alleged "inspiration" (contrary to all the rules of 
Catholic theology for the "discernment of spirits"), opened a 
council which set about the subversion of the Church on a 
massive scale. They would consequently be forgiven for 
raising an eyebrow at Davies's assertion on page 2 that, 
"there is no doubt that he ["Pope John", sic] was a good and 
holy pope who may possibly be canonized..."* 96 

Unorthodox Interpretations 

Eyebrows would be likely to raise somewhat further on 
reaching page 9 of the same work, where we find Davies 
quoting and agreeing with "Pope Paul" as to the fact that 
Vatican II did not authorize any changes of traditional 
doctrine. To cap this, lower down on the same page Davies 
writes: "No one has been able to misuse Pope Paul's Mysterium 
Fidei (his encyclical on the Eucharist) or his Credo of the 
People of God as instruments for undermining traditional 
teaching, because these documents are not open to unorthodox 
interpretation. " 

The first point to be made about this remark of 
Davies's, whereby he attempts to defend the orthodoxy of Paul 
VI, is that it is simply not true. Putting aside Mysterium 
Fidei and restricting ourselves to the Credo of the People of 
God to save space, we find that the document Davies commends 
to us as not susceptible of heterodox interpretation in fact 
invites and encourages heterodoxy. It does this: 



95 * This term should not be taken to indicate that 

Davies is not morally responsible for his absurd refusal to 
face the fact of heresy on the part of the Conciliar papal 
pretenders and the conclusions which necessarily follow from 
this fact. 

96* This remarkable prediction is capped in Davies's 

pamphlet The Church 2000: Recioe for Ruin where he refers to 
"the wholly orthodox and traditional Hope John" < the .pages 
are not numbered; the pamphlet is a run-off from Christian 
Order for April 1974). 
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are still, to make ' p aradige . . . at once upon separation 
are received into ^^ ^.^ cQuld be used in ^^ 

from the boay gomeone who doubted the existence of 

conscience even uy 

Purgatory. 

,-i\ bv its omissions and neglect to condemn 
.iin\ errors. As the promulgation of new creeds or 
prevalent errors such as took place at the Council 

o^lcea an/ again under Pope Pius IV, has previously 
hL .ordered only to clarify Catholic doctrine on points 
whe e it has been subject to attack, the failure of Paul 
VI 's "Credo" to condemn the errors which were evidently 
most prevalent at the time of its appearance - for 
instance, neo-Modernism, the denial of the social rights 
of the Church, the denial of the objective moral order 
and belief in the evolution and indefinite re-interpret- 
ation and updating of revealed doctrine - inevitably 
appears to tolerate and sanction these heresies. This 
impression is reinforced by the absence of any clear 
criterion governing which doctrines are included in the 
"Credo" and which are not. The doctrines taught are 
neither the principal ones of the Faith (the Divinity of 
the Holy Ghost and His procession from Father and Son 
are pointedly omitted) nor those which are most subject 
to attack. Hence the impression that whatever is not 
included in the "Credo" need not be believed as "of 
faith" is evidently given. 

(iii) By more direct offences against Catholic 
doctrine, such as the statement that the Church is 
built on the foundation of the Apostles" (paragraph 20) 
JrHnV , 0n the foundation of Peter alone as 

IZltVJ ^ the l870 Vatican Council taught; and the 
ians" ■£?. ° {""^"holies of terms such as "Christ- 
enteV) ii^l"^ Christ " and "believers" ("cred- 

'■ eluded" cartiJ' " ^ ese Eact3 ' whl ch we admit could 
re ram,*.- l V e ss reader of this *< «„...~ a f.ii Annnment. 
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that Pope St. Pius X, or for that man-*- n 

definitely Catholic n their belief an*' ^ T XI1 Were 
attest the truth of this contention' «f .-«% Dr ° duCtlon ' t0 
were claimed not to be open^Th^'ca W^ 



" 'Vatican II' - a Classic " 

Even if we could allow for Davies's having skimmprt 
through The Credo of the P„ ft pi» nf r-^ go quickly that he d!d 
not notice any ot its betrayals of Catholic doctrine, we can 
scarcely excuse the fact that in a book devoted to exposing 
Vatican II he quotes with approval "Bishop" Rudolph Graber 
to the effect that the documents of Vatican II "are 
formulated orthodoxly, in places nothing short of classical- 
ly" ! ! (p.9)* y ' 

Where Fact Must Yield to Expediency 

However, it seems that Davies bases this position not so 
much on what the documents actually say as on what they must 
say. Thus, on page 56 of Pope John's Council , he writes: 

"When a Protestant praises some aspect of a Vatican 

II document as a step towards Protestantism it can be 

argued that he is in error as this cannot be the 
case..." (Our emphasis added.) 

In other words, Davies knows in advance by a special 
enlightenment that the Conciliar documents cannot contain any 
tendencies towards Protestantism, and as a consequence of 
this he need waste no time actually reading the documents to 
see whether such tendencies are there. It is interesting to 
note that a review quoted on the back cover of Davies's book 
says that it is "based not on conjecture but on fact " - a 
very questionable assertion it would seem, in the light of 
this admission by Davies of unshakable prejudice in favour of 
Vatican II, irrespective of evidence. 

On page 63 Davies continues to rely on the same fallacy 
of "a priorism" - i.e. the rejection of a valid demonstration 
on the grounds that its conclusion is unacceptable, no matter 
how strong the evidence supporting it may be. He is 
discussing the question of whether the Conciliar Decree on 
Ecumenism 

(a) denies the need for Protestants to be converted 
to the Catholic Church, and 

(b) instead suggests that Catholics and Protestants 
are together moving towards Christ. 

Here is what Davies says: 

"Is such an interpretation consistent with the 
Decree itself? Technically the answer must be that it 
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the Decree. 

«. h P bluff, it aopears that Davies admits 

Cutting away tne actual word3 ( wh ich he blames n 

that, when it ponies ^ fche Fathers who accepted them), 

the "periti" ins ^ ed conve y the heretical sense. But since 
the Decree does ina assumption that the council was 

he starts ^°» ^? d0 U K n %e declares, on the "authority" of \ 
Catholic and ° rthod ° rdo prie st, that the document "must be 
little-known Novus or d H tional gensGf even if thlg ^^ 

interpreted in e> Thus ^ rather than face 

; int '?h r a e t Vatican II was heretical - a fact which, on his 
fact that vat ica even t0 Protestants - Davies is 

S!ci in'tc :°. B, po.ltion that can only be described as insane. 

cnin q Against the Whole Trad ition of the Church 

A few pages later, Davies records the fact that, during 
the debate at the council on the constitution Gaudium et 
Spes, Cardinal Browne, Master General of the Dominicans, 
decfared: "If we accept this definition we are going against 
the whole tradition of the Church and we shall pervert the 
whole meaning of marriage." Of course, the Fathers did 
accept the definition, but even then Davies refuses to accept 
that Cardinal Browne's words were literally true, amounting, 
as they do, to a charge of heresy against the council. 

Moreover, although we were unable to locate in the Acta 
oE the council the words Davies (following Lefebvre, A Bishop 
Speaks, page 105) attributes to Cardinal Browne, we did note 
that Browne certainly protested more than once about the 
unorthodoxy of the section concerning matrimony in Gaudium et 
spes (see Acta, vol.4, 3, pp. 67-9; vol.3, 6, pp. 86-88) as 
!fi\ i a ^ nst othe r decrees ( Acta vol.4, 1, pp. 605-7 on 
thp 9i T \ iberty ' for Stance) aTcTthat other Fathers of 
decree whli>, Were aU ° con9 tantly accusing of heterodoxy 
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who was probably th^finlst h J I'f C n dl ? 1 Br ° Wne ' 

Fathers and "periti" together, wen? so ?ar ., V , th i C ° UnCil 
the council's doctrine'was incompatible with th^ 'intatuM* 
dogmatic constitution Pastor Aetern of the 1870 51m 
Council Here and per haos elsewhere too he closed m! 

speech with the resounding and emohatic admonition 
"Venerabiles Patres, caveamusl" ( -Let us bewarei") tin** 
vol.2 4. p. 627), but the Fathers voted for collegUlty-wlfh 
cheerful unconcern and the only notice they took of Browne's 
words was to substitute the nickname of "Caveamus Browne" for 
his Latin title of "Cardinalis" . 



Upon This Rock 

On page 78 of the same book, we learn to our amazement 
that the council had such a damaging effect on the Church 
that "the fact that she has not collapsed completely is an 
impressive testimony to the fact that she is built upon a 
rock." 

What, one asks, would be necessary before Davies would 
consider that a complete collapse had taken place? 

Davies is so adamant in his refusal to admit heresy in 
the council documents that he is prepared to clutch at any 
straws to avoid this admission. Thus, on page 96 of Pope 
John ' s Counci 1 , in a valiant attempt to vindicate the 
orthodoxy of the decrees, he writes: "The true Catholic 
position can usually be found by those who look harrt 
enough..." He seems quite unaware of the folly of what he is 
saying - that a Catholic, looking through the documents of a 
general council of the Church, will, if he really racks his 
brains, generally speaking find some way of reconciling most 
of what the council teaches with the defined doctrines of the 
Church! Thus a general council, instead of being the source 
to which a Catholic turns to learn his Faith, becomes 
instead the object of a party game by which Catholics have to 
foist some wholly improbable interpretation on obviously 
heretical texts in order to "save the appearances" of the 
Conciliar Church. 



Recommended Reading 

On page 137, Davies goes further and says that the 
chapter on Our Lady in the council documents "has emerged as 
a very fine if far from perfect exposition. .. and every 
Catholic could benefit from reading it." What is ludicrous 
in this comment is that we should learn our Marian doctrine 
from a source which Davies himself acknowledges to be "far 
from perfect." Assuming that Davies does not consider the 
many pre-Vatican II papal encyclicals about Our Lady to be 
"far from perfect," and is satisfied with the orthodoxy of 
the writings of (for instance) St. Bernard, St. Alphonsus and 
St. Louis de Montfort about the Mother of God, one is bound 
to wonder why he commends his readers to inflict upon 
themselves the perusal of a Vatican II document, with all its 
errors, defects and turgid prose, in preference to the works 
of authors who are above all criticism. 
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Si d STn ! r S a .?Tct.rl,tlc of Protestant sects to decide 
whch general councils they will or will not accept and 
it is a cause for very deep regret to find some 
Catholics who claim to be traditionalists adopting a 
similar position." 

Of course, the majority of Davies's readers will not 
have been conscious of the documentation available which 
demonstrates plentiful instances of heresy and other 
theological errors in the documents of the council, and will 
consequently presume that, when Davies says that he has not 
seen a word of solid evidence produced to substantiate such 
allegations, he means that the assertions are made gratuit- 
ously and that no evidence has been adduced to support them. 
In reality, Davies is simply refusing to recognize as "solid 
evidence" arguments which he finds inconvenient. Indeed he 
himself quotes from, and comments at some considerable length 
in more than one of his books on, the council's erroneous 
teaching on religious liberty, and he quotes the Brief Post 
Tam Diuturnas of Pope Pius VII (1814) in which that pope 
brands religious liberty as a heresy - but he still refuses 
to accept that the Council contains heresyl 
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in his treatment of Montini's attitude to Communism, a creed 
which, as we presume our readers are already well aware i« 
certainly not compatible with "the faith of Peter." 

On page 184 of the same book, he writes that "the Pooe 
is certainly not pro-Communist." That would appear straiqht- 
forward enough, or at least consistent with the supposition 
that "Pope" Paul had "the faith of Peter," were it not for 
the fact that on page 182, a mere seven pages earlier, he has 
been forced to admit that "there are a number of instances in 
which Pope Paul's policies in the international field have 
been far from neutral ." (Our emphasis added.) Well, we 
shouldn't expect neutral policies from someone who had the 
faith of Peter and was not a Communist; but Davies's 
clarification is not what we should expect either. His next 
sentence reads: "His attitude to the Communist aggressors in 
Vietnam was, to put it mildly, hardly calculated to advance 
the causes of Christianity or freedom." 

And in fact Oavies has no difficulty whatever in 
recognizing clear pieces of evidence of Paul VI 's blatantly 
pro-Communist position for what they are. If we turn to 
another of his books, Apologia Pro Marcel Lefebvre , volume 2, 
we find on page 214 a reproduction of a poster (translated 
into English on page 225 of the same book) which was 
published and circulated by "The Communists of Rome and its 
province" on the death of Paul VI. The contents of the 
poster, which was plastered over the walls of Rome, included 
the following: 

"The Communists of Rome and of its province express 
their sorrow and condolences for the death of Paul VI, 
Bishop of Rome ... remembering him... for his passionate 
involvement and the great humanity with which he worked 
for peace and the progress of peoples..." 

Moreover, without any apparent trace of embarrassment at 
implicitly, but nonetheless blatantly, contradicting his 
dogmatic pronouncement that "the Pope is certainly not pro- 
Communist" (our emphasis added), Davies introduced the text 
of the poster with the following commentary (page 224): 

"The Italian Communist Party has good cause to be 
grateful to Pope Paul VI, not to mention Pope John 
XXIII. As a direct result of the modification of 
Vatican hostility towards Communism, the Communist Party 
is now poised to take over in Italy." (Our emphasis 
added. ) 

One might be able at a stretch to p grant that it would be 
an interesting exercise to search for and set out a few 
arguments which would make some sort of a cas e_ th at , 
notwithstanding evidence to the contrary Produced by Davies 
Paul VI was not necessarily pro-Communist - ^^V^ can 
added that Davies nowhere does this, and in sense we can 
hardly blame him for we should not know where to star^ if^e 
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■ t ««■ as it would be wrong to suggest that the P ope 

rnmmunist in any way, although his policie 3 have 
is Pro-Co^nist i y Comnmnigmf it would be a 

Sef ► f -uqqwt that his theological views are in a tnj 
Wr ° n ^inted by the Protestant heresy. Should thTTbJ 
SJ case in view of such encyclicals as Mysterium Fi^ 
Ha Humanae Vitae, in view of his Credo and of the 
innumerable totalLy orthodox discourses which he never 
ceases delivering [!], it would mean that he was 
deli berately using his position to deceive the faithful 
and destroy the Church. There is no need to resort to 
so improbable an hypothesis..." (Emphasis added.) 

In summary, Oavies is saying that, because Montini uses 
a little sheep's clothing instead of revealing himself as a 
wolf in every word and deed, there is no need for us to 
accept the "improbable hypothesis" that he is deliberately 
doing what he is actually doing. Of course, the fact that 
Montini was "deliberately using his position to deceive the 
faithful and destroy the Church" is not a hypothesis at all. 
It is what he visibly did throughout his fifteen-year 
"pontificate". He was the authority by which were passed all 
the directives which reduced what had been the institution of 
the Catholic Church to the rubble which remained at his death 
in 1978. However, Davies's "charity" is such that, had he 
observed Montini careering through St. Peter's wielding a 
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Just What the Council Ordered 

Another wholly unjustifiable exoneration of the 
Conciliar Church occurs on page 300 of Pope John's Counc il 
There Davies declares that: — ^ ' 

"While the council did not order any of the 
liturgical abuses which now so distress faithful 
Catholics, it opened the door to them..." 

It is important not to be deluded by the fact that this 
sentence seems critical of Vatican II into overlooking the 
fact that in reality it absolves the council of direct 
responsibility for the outrages which are now perpetrated in 
what were once temples of Catholic worship. Davies assures 
us that "the Council did not order any of the liturgical 
abuses which now so distress faithful Catholics," and the 
fact that this statement occurs in a subordinate clause and 
is offset by a mild criticism does not alter its impact in 
the slightest. 

Thus we learn that, although to be distressed by abuses 
which were not ordered by Vatican II is compatible with 
being "a faithful Catholic," those of us who are distressed 
by the council's liturgical changes automatically cease to 
qualify as "faithful Catholics" for the simple reason that, 
in Davies' s view, no liturgical abuses were ordered by the 
council. We must therefore consider whether this view is 
justified. And we presume that, for the purposes of Davies's 
statement, the fact that the council's calls for liturgical 
innovations were sometimes couched in the form of "recommend- 
ations" does not prevent them from being considered "orders", 
since, in the first place, such recommendations certainly had 
the force of orders and were carried out as such, and, in the 
second place, if Davies had intended such a distinction, he 
would have written that, while the Council did not order the 
liturgical abuses, it did in many cases specifically 
recommend them. But Davies concedes no such thing and 
insists that it did no more than "open the door to them." 

The fact is that, if Davies's point is valid, he is 
apparently excluding from being regarded as "faithful 
Catholics" - and making this exclusion on his own authority 
- all those who were "distressed" by the encouragement of 
"full, conscious, and active participation in liturgical 
celebration" by "all the faithful;" by encouragement of the 
laity "to take part by means of acclamations, responses, 
psalms, antiphons, hymns, as well as by actions, gestures and 
bodily attitudes;" by the wider use of the vernacular 
"especially in readings, di rectives . . . praye rs and chants; 
the encouragement of "Bible services;" concelebration; 
revision of Mass and sacramental rites; the abolition of the 
hour of Prime from the Divine Office and revision of the 
entire Breviary; the revision of the calendar, etc. - all 
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ably, even "Cardinal" Ciappi, whom he describes, on page 56 
of the same book, as "one of the finest theologians in the 
Church, having been theologian to Pope Pius XII, Pope John 
XXIII and to Pope Paul VI." It is not necessary to rely on 
the fact that Ciappi, as guilty of formal heresy as all the 
other Fathers of Vatican II, is not "in the Church" at all, 
in order to find it staggering that Davies can laud in this 
manner a man who has been prepared to have his implicit 
sanction given to all of the heresies which emanated from 
Montini during his "pontificate" without dissociating himself 
in the sl ightest from any of them. What, we must ask 
ourselves, would any of Davies's "finest theologians" have to 
do in order to lose this exalted status in his eyes? - apart, 
that is, from suddenly declaring that the Holy See was 





blasphemies, at least the tendentious and Protestant-inclined 
spirit that informs it all. But Seper did not "He 

recognized that there was a liturgical problem, but believed 
that it could be solved simply by faithful adherence to the 
missal of Pope Paul VI," Davies informs us (loc. cit.); and 
it should not be suspected that Davies was prompt to denounce 
this horrendous, self-induced blindness of Seper'3 to 
something so gross and obvious as the un-Catholicness of the 
Novus Ordo. On the contrary, he was falling over himself to 
excuse the "Cardinal". Nor are we exaggerating when we say 
that he was falling over himself, for the excuse he produced 
was so preposterous that surely no one in full possession of 
himself could even have thought it, let alone written it and 
left it in the proofs for publication. The excuse he offers 
us is that for Slavonic Catholics the Mass is of less central 
significance than it is for those of us in the English- 
speaking world - as though the Mass were an optional and 
regional devotion like membership of the Sodality of Our 
Lady! As Catholic Slavs are very properly sensitive of their 
honour, and regard their Catholic orthodoxy as its crown, 
readers of Slavonic extraction may well not be able to 
believe the gratuitous insult that Davies pays them unless we 
reproduce his exact words; so here, without further comment, 
in all their extravagant incredibleness, they are: 

"His [ Seper' s] lack of concern where the New Mass 
is concerned is probably the result of being brought up 
in a country where there was no large Protestant 
minority. The same may be true of Pope John Paul II. 
Slavonic Catholics come into contact with members of the 
Orthodox Church far more frequently than they do with 
Protestants. The Eucharistic teaching of the Orthodox 
Church is very close to that of the Catholic Church. 
There has never been the saying: "It is the Mass that 
matters," among Slavonic Catholics. Thus, the changes 
made in the Mass following the Second Vatican Council do 
not have the same significance for them as they do in 
countries such as England where similar changes were 
made by the Protestant Reformers." 

Most Bishops Orthodox 

Moreover, Davies's eagerness to exonerate the perpet- 
rators and abettors of what he calls "the ^"[^cal 
revolution", of which many instances have been and will be 
adduced in this Dossier , at times \%* d % hl ™ in £°*l ^ 
dishonesty. For instance, on page 220 of Pope Paul s New 
Mass he writes : 

"At this point, in order to "old misunderstanding. 
I must make it clear that I have no wish " ""^ m " ^ 
the bishops in Britain, the United States, or any o_ ther 
country. In Britain, f or ""Pi" • ««£ \£ t Vh.ri 




Now Davies is clearly quoting the words of Fr. Coffey 
approvingly, and thus admitting the presence of "outright 
heresies" in the liturgy used by all the bishops of Britain 
whom he describes as "still orthodox in their personal 
belief." Unless he has the clairvoyant ability to perceive 
that the British bishops do not in fact believe these 
"outright heresies" which, week after week, they utter 
solemnly from the sanctuaries of their cathedrals, it is 
evident that his defence of their orthodoxy is no more than 
wishful thinking. 

Of course it should not be thought that the heresies of 
the Novus Ordo are restricted to the official English 
mistranslation of the Roman Canon (now called the "First 
Euchanstic Prayer"), and Davies himself shows that this is 
Ihl fVi °" pa ? e 62i of p ope Paul's New Mass he points out 
the following about another ot the "Eucharlstic Prayers" : - 

S fr a ,n3f e f Preface t0 Eu charistic Prayer IV contains a 
lYilntt WJ a£fi «-mation not of semi-Ar ianism but of 
qive vo.Vk et in Heaven ' ^ is right that we should 
?rue ? 0U i h iV ki *$ 9l ° ry: y° u alone are God ' livln * and 
"hich Arius used to n* a 9tanza " T ^™ one of the hymns 
used to propagate his heresy." 

countless heresieTnf \k ° e ° f the ver V few instances of the 
Prepared to acknowioL c °nciliar Church which Davies is 
the English version 9 ' M SUch " ia not a mistranslation i~ 
originally pro«ulq a te«i f exlsted i~the Latin also a 
JSl-^yiHJcnows thU- f J om < Rome on the authority of Paul VI 
eJ^T^^^^n^in^K 1 " 9 a telephone conversation wit 
firmed his awareW 8 \h*f l Ummer of l **3, he expressly 
______^J^ 8 that this heresy occurs in the Latin 
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not point out in his book, ?hat the h " hy ° avie9 does 

original Latin, although he wa , pr.pVr.5 tVl^l"" - tn the 
to the writer of the present article that h° ? rlv "ely 

photocopy of the heresy a, promulgated ?„ Some * p0 "*" ed * 

with rh: t v.v t \\%rgi:;:: l r.^\\o ,u 7. l s.r.rt t be con3Utent 

"there is no formal heresy in thT New *Z 3 \ll "° Wt'he^a 
these words in an article in The_Anael^"oV December ill. 
This was evidently another pi ece of wish ful thinVi^ 
it became extremely convenient r Davie, t defend Z 
position when John-Paul « graciously perm "ted the u ,, of" 
vandalised version of the True Mas, on the condit ion t „a? 
those who took advantage o f this «ind.. u» d j d not r ^° T ^g! 

«;r.",%^Tn\'h r : t i t , e fe t ,'" r ' 13 the text ot the °°"""°" " 

h . h "There must be unequivocal, even public evidence, 
*X 21 prie ? ts . and faithful petitioning have no ties 
with those who impugn the lawfulness and doctrinal 
soundness of the Roman Missal promulgated in 1970 bv 
Pope Paul VI." ' 

Davies insists that he has no ties with such individuals 
and certainly is not one of them himself and is thus entitled 
to take advantage of the indult. We cannot deny that Davies 
does not "impugn the lawfulness and doctrinal soundness of" 
the New Mass, but the evidence which he quotes in his works 
- never mind the even more abundant evidence which he omits 
to quote - is more than sufficient to demonstrate to anyone 
who is not completely impervious to conclusive proof, that 
the New Mass is in fact the very reverse of doctrinally 
sound. 

Hence even the Society of St. Pius X, despite its 
position of compromise with the Conciliar Church, refuses to 
countenance Davies's position by which he goes so far as to 
maintain that the Novus Ordo is doctrinally sound. An 

101* ij<h e Latin today reads "Vere iustum est te glorif- 
icare, Pater sancte, quia unus es Deus vivus et verus, qui es 
ante saecula et permanes in aeternum", which is ambiguous; 
but Davies himself - he stated in the telephone conversation 
referred to above - has a photocopy of the original, 
unambiguously heretical wording, "solus es Deus." 

Having touched on this point, we ought to ensure that 
all our readers understand the facts, as they are useful 
evidence against the Conciliar Church. What must be 
understood is that, although the currently used Latin version 
of the Novus Ordo can be translated "Thou art the one God," 
which is not (at least not definitely ) heretical, it is not 
true to say that the heresy appears only in the vernacular 
version, because, as or ig inally published in Rome and 
circulated from there throughout the world, the Latin read 
" solus es Deus" which can mean only "You alone are God." 
And this certainly is heretical. Photocopies of this 
original (1968) Latin text, copyright by the Libreria 
Editrice Vaticana together with an English translation and a 
foreword to the work in which it appears (The New Buchanstic 
Prayers by Peter Coughlan) by Annibale Bugmni, the Masonic 
origina tor of the Novus Ordo, are available from us on 
request for 50p to anywhere in the world, airmail if overseas. 




is iuulc aeaLiicLit'cllly 

oieasinq'"'"* 102 But whether or not Davies had said such a 
thing in 1982, he certainly did say it, by implication, i 
The Remnant article referred to above. 

And while we are on the subject, we ought to observe 
that Davies does not in fact defend the Tridentine Mass at 
all . That Mass was codified in 1570 by Pope St. Pius V. The 
Mass Davies defends is the updated 1962 Mass of John XXIII. 
In his "Letter from London" published in The Remnant for 15th 
January 1978, he declared that: 

"The only ideal solution for the question of the 
Mass must be the reinstatement in [sic - presumably he 
means 'of - J.S.D.] its 1962 version, as the only Mass 
of the Roman rite." 

Even this, however, is an improvement on the position he 
took in his article in The Remnant for 31st May 1979, where 
he expressed himself quite open to a revised version of the 
weji Mass, incorporating three prayers from the Tridentine 
bt F^ Wlt i a c ° rrect translation - "...although we would 
S.v«^gX Wo.«d%1»r' lt W ° Uld n0t be She New Mass we 

1 02* 

In his unpublished reply dated 26th June 1982. 
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In order to maintain his D oq 1 1- i ™ ^ . 
Vatican II have not been guUty Sf h- the " P ° pe3 " of 
techniques to which Davies resorts iV Jl . V *' 0ne ° e the 
their heresies as "errors", while rp ,,,u ° critl cizing 

possibility that they are heretical % ? TV admit the 
this occurs on pages 285-293 of Poo'e P»m •« S example of 
Davies devotes to analysinq the f Z. t 6W Ma3s -' which 

Paul VI in Article 7 of the nstSi.^ 697 Promulgated by 
the New Roman Missal. The or i g" nation" of* Vhl J "l? > , ° C 

eo h ii c o h w S r rported to be a -•»"itio„ , ^^ on t h VH t r. i r%v. cl :; 

o^g^'^^^^ 

priest presiding, to celebrate the memorial of the Lor d 

true of S a re io S °l "" Pr ° miSe ° f ChrUt ia P^t^U i 
true of a local congregation of the Church: 'Where two 

°-* ^7**^ ^thered in my name, there am I in thei? 
midst. 1 (Matthew 18:20)" cneir 

This is a clear instance of heresy by defect. Indeed it 
was so blatant that, in a unique concession to the outcry it 
caused, Montini was forced to issue an emended version of 
the article in 1970. 

The definition as it is given above invites the view 
that the Mass is a meeting at which Catholics celebrate a 
commemoration of the Last Supper. No mention is made of 
transubstantiation, of the unity of the Mass with the 
Sacrifice of Calvary, of the propitiatory value of the Mass, 
or of the fact that the Mass, as such, is celebrated by the 
priest, with the laity merely being present. Davies devotes 
eight pages to considering the defects of this article and 
the significance of its eventual retraction, but at no stage 
does he even question whether it might be heretical. 

This is surely a classic manifestation of what George 
Orwell called "crimestop". Let us look at that author's 
definition of the term - which he himself coined - as he gave 
it in his famous novel Nineteen Eighty-Four : 



had degenerated into a blatant Communist front-organisation, 
but Davies seems not to have noticed this. Where we can 
wholeheartedly sympathise with him, however, is in his 
assertion that the truly diabolical British teachers' unions 
continue to "perform a just and valuable function." The 
function in question is, of course, to call frequent, 
blatantly unjustified strikes which have the praiseworthy 
result of minimising, for the duration of the strikes, the 
systematic subversion of the youth of our nation normally 
practised in the classroom when the teachers are not on 
strike. Alas, we fear that this is not the function Davies 
had in mind and even if it were, it would not justify giving 
public support to the teachers' unions, if only because the 
scandal given by the sight of comf ortably-of f adults in 
responsible positions abandoning their duties to de mand more 
money is more than enough to offset whatever good effects may 
accrue to their students from a temporary interruption in the 
organized intellectual rape currently known as education. 




the concraiT* -- mental processea as comoiete as 

r h 2 r Sr«nt°"tlo».. t ov.rhl.boay." 

• „ the protective stupidity which the forces 
In outlining "en ^^ olanning to foist on the whole 
f subversion were, en<; ~ re their success in establishing 

of mankind in ord jr ^^ Qrwell (who , ag one of the 

the kingdom oE ba "" ceg _ h e was a member of the Fabian 
minions of th05e oosit ion to know) has surely given a very 
Society - was in v syndrome. Davies can attack 

vivid description of D ^ l errors Y of the Conciliar Church, and 
the scandals, aou - a and often with great perceotive- 

d0M "U Sheneve he finds himself being carried by the 
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We are not setting ourselves up as amateur psych- 
iatrists but simoly applying a fundamental and important 
Catholic truth about habitual liars when we add that the 
process has by now very probably become a wholly unconscious 
one in him and that it may well be that he earnestly believes 
that he is sincerely expounding the whole truth on the 
present situation in the Church. But we must also add that 
we are not saying thi9 in order to excuse him; nor is excuse 
possible. Mental contortion can indeed become so easy as to 
be automatic, iust as can physical contortion; but in both 
cases arduous practice is necessary, which is by no means 
unconscious. The cost of learning to stamp ruthlessly on 
truth with a completely clear conscience is a succession of 
assaults on, and refusals to face uo to, truth which will 
nave originally caused very great suffering indeed to the 
m^c 16 ^ 6 ' the sufferin 9 being diminished as each repetition 
throuahmif proces j\ sraoother and easier. It is the same 
hSweve r p cat * lo 9 ue of sins: there is not a single one, 
L 9 I/ 111 ' d0es not bec ™e easier with practice, 
as to be c S/t. "* *"<*!«. and eventually so easy 
completely union. - Y Uncont ro ^able and in many cases 
Bour P dalou e y s.j n 7H3 C 2 l l7 ^ V' thl » r ^son, Fr. Louis 
to the 1R41 » M i!t: . l/0 *)' who is described in the preface 



to the 1843 English VrV n Vl- U desc «' i bed in the prefac 

ionably the most disMna, ? i°5 ° f his 3e ™°ns as inquest 
*ver Prance D rnfl„ J . " 9 , u . lshed ornament of the pulpit tha 




, till culpable, what i 9 indisputable in the Uqht of th. 
examples we are 91 v lnq is that the determination very muc h 
exists. Y " ,u ^» 

Let us look at another example of this determination in 
act i on . 



More "Crimestop" 

For oar next example from Davies's writings of the same 
syndrome we turn to page 157 of Apologia Pro Marcel Lefebvre " 
volume 2; here he is led into outright deceit in order to 
defend John XXIII from the charge of heresy. The heresy in 
question occurs in John's encyclical Pacem in TerrJ3 (1963), 
where the right of religious liberty as later defined by 
Vatican II in Dignitatis Humanae is affirmed. Davies quotes 
the principal author of this encyclical, "Mgr." Pietro Pavan 
who was also involved in the heretical decree of Vatican II 
on the same subject, as pointing out that the council in fact 
took the heresy from Roncalli's encyclical. 

The heresy in question occurred in paragraph 14 of the 
encyclical. The opening sentence of this Daragraph said, in 
Latin: 

"In hominis juribus hoc quoque numerandum est, ut 
et Deum, ad rectam conscientiae suae normam, venerari 
oossit, et religionem privatim et publice profiteri." 

Davies quotes a current translation of this passage 
taken from the French as follows: 

"Everyone has the right to honour God according to 
the just rule of conscience and to profess his religion 
in private and public life." 

This is Davies's comment: 

"In the French version John XXIII seems to be 
claiming for the human person the right to orofess his 
religion whatever it may be (so, state indif ferentism! ) . 
But that is not so - the translation is defective, as 
can be seen from the Latin." 



He 



then asserts that the correct translation is: 



"Among the rights of man must be numbered that of 
sing able to honour God according to the just ^rule^of 
is conscier 
public life. . 



being able to honour God according to cne ju^ '-^ ~ 
his conscience and to profess religion in private and 



In other words, by omitting the word "his 



the 




104. Nor can we acquit him of ^-^^^^1 
by hypothesizing that oerhaps he simo ^ ° ive be t^ S e - 
Latin generally omits the possessive ^ ad ie <r " ; oagg 

accusing someone else of mistranslating the 
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ru gnit-atis Humanae 

u *. -mhiualent of all is Davies's position on the 
M0 ^frAiQious liberty as stated in the Vatican n 
S ^"^TeUnae . Here, Davies acknowledges that 
the decree! contradicts previous teachings but once again 
shies away from the question of whether or not the teaching 
which it contradicts is Divinely revealed. If it is Divinely 
revealed, anything which contradicts it is of course 
heretical. On the other hand, the Church has some teachings 
which are not Divinely revealed and which it is not therefore 
technically heretical to deny. 

In his pamphlet Archbishoo Lefebvre and Religious 
Liberty , Davies writes of Dignitatis Humanae ; 

"The declaration contains a number of statements 
which it is not easy to reconcile with traditional oaoal 
teaching and in Article 2 there are two words, 'or 
publicly', which appear to be a direct contradiction of 
previous teaching." 

On pages 9-10 of the same pamphlet he goes further, 
commenting: 

"It could certainly be considered the most 
imporban t artlc l* in any document of the Council as, 

suVicie?t e acSua^ Urin 1 hU reader3 that he does have 
^gement! Th e W?, the Latin language to ISaTe this 
the correct transit tent onaU V deceiving us either as to 
translation or else as to his competence in Latin. 
105* h 
knowledge of Latin^in f . reader * who have even a oaltry 
wh ° are not familiar -?u dy be aware of this. For those 
Patterson and MacNauqhton". * Latln at all, we quote from 
"Pnco^,-^ " » Approach tn T .«nn, pt.l, p. 214: 
?*" ^ere i e^P" ot the *rd person . (...) 

£ or 'Ms', . he J? e ?°J a ? l3 t On oossession, no word is used 
This quirk «f r.l, ts ' their'.. « — 
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text bonl , r 90m ething 8 o nK„< We could * l na* no wrltt 
who h*° k lntended f o? choolinM, UntU we turned to a Lat 
° have nev er before learn? £ *" ° F eleVen ° r y0Un9e 



until it is corrected by the Magisterium Ml « - 
represents not simoly a contradiction o co„s st-'ntlv 
re-iterated and possibly infallible papal teachina 
an implicit repudiation of the Kingship of ChrUt.- 9 

The suggestion that a genuine general council of th. 
Catholic Church can contradict previous infallible oaoa! 
teaching and later be "corrected by the Magisterium" *s 
perhaps Davies's most staggering departure from Catholic 
doctrine. Indeed it should be obvious to anyone that there 
would be no purpose whatsoever in having a Magisterium if it 
could teach heresy and later retract it and replace it with 
orthodoxy. When would one ever know whether the doctrines 
being taught by it were true, false, heretical or anything 
else? And if a subsequent "correction" was made by the 
Magisterium, how would one know whether the "correction" 
itself was true, false, heretical or anything else? Davies's 
doctrine is not only a novelty, not only a complete departure 
from any previous Catholic teaching, not only an attack at 
the very roots of the Church's teaching Magisterium, but 
utter madness. And we lay down a formal challenge to Davies 
or anyone else who would seek to defend his orthodoxy to 
produce a single text from any Catholic theologian orior to 
Vatican II which suggests that it is remotely possible for a 
declaration of the Church, be it through the medium of the 
Extraordinary Pontifical Magisterium or through the medium of 
the Ordinary Pontifical Magisterium, to contradict previously 
defined teaching. 

But the point being made here is that Davies, having 
admitted the fact that there is a contradiction between 
Vatican II and previous - "possibly" infallible - teaching, 
then refuses even to entertain the possibility that the 
passage may be heretical. He does not even consider this 
possibility worth mentioning in order to deny it. 

Let us now consider the question of whether Davies is 
right in terming the Church's condemnation of religious 
liberty as only " opssibly infallible." 

In order to do this, we must begin by undertaking the 
vitally important task of establishing exactly when it is, 
and in what circumstances, that the Church soeaks infal- 
libly. This will require a lengthy digression, for it is 
impossible briefly to convey an accurate understanding of the 
Church's complex teaching about infallibility. But we assure 
readers that it is well worthwhile making the effort to 
comprehend what follows, and not just for the sake of 
following the argument refuting Davies's position vis-a-vis 
religious liberty, but also because it is crucial to a 
correct interpretation of recent events in the Catholic 
Church. 

Nor, in fact, shall we ever be very far from our 
subiect; for the topic of infallibility, he resy and the 
Ordinary and Extraordinary Magisteria is one on which Oav es 
has perpetrated many hopelessly umus 1 1 f lable and truly 
catastrophic errors, and some of these we shall take the 
opportunity of highlighting as we explain the correct 
doctrines which he has contradicted. 
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though we _-- 

teaching and to comply with it 

Since Vatican IT, most "traditionalists" - i.e. those 
who reiect "the changes" but acknowledge the legitimacy of 
the Conciliar "pooes" - have been caught on the horns of a 
dilemma by the question of the Ordinary Magisterium; for, on 
the one hand, their fidelity to Catholicism as practised in 
the 1940s and 1950s has made them staunch defenders of the 
Church's doctrine forbidding artificial birth control and 
other doctrines taught only by the Ordinary Magisterium, but, 
on the other hand, they generally claim that they are not 
bound to accent the teachings of Vatican IT notwithstanding 
the fact that, on their assumotion that this council was a 
genuine Catholic council, its teachings are, at the very 
minimum, exceedingly weighty oronouncements of the Ordinary 
Magisterium. How do "traditionalists" solve this difficulty? 
In our experience most of them do so by saying that the 
teachings of the Ordinary Magisterium are liable to error, 
and not binding on the Catholic conscience, unless they are 
complete ly traditional and have been repeated frequently by 
the highest Church authorities^ 

Perhaps some of our readers find these sentiments in 

havp°nn m ^ aCC ?- d With their own beliefs. To any who do, we 

chlritv n h! rn ?K lVe Which accords with the truth or with true 

they 1° r ^ a " t0 sav forthrightly and unequivocally that 

° ^ thoroughly ashamed of their ignorance, and, 

e«Wion. ?i^\£" ">}**' F ° r the fact is that the 
may have been h^f! V however widesoread they may be, or 
^r M c^oUcVolll^ tiCM "' are a travesty of the 
should know the correal ^ • sub 1ect, and every Catholic 
not only does thi* S do u c , t . rine on such a matter. Moreover, 
utilitarian point of ». I* in itself < but, from a ourely 

true doctrine from t-hJ c , , e who cannot distinguish the 
*hich is necessarv in « a lack the essential knowledge 

minefields of error which ' t0 be able to negotiate the 
across in the course of hirSSu 8 ^ 0110 mU8t t0daY ° r ° SS ^ 

^£e £l _T^ I mi J1 oloqy 
Let us now do what wp 

can to set the record straight. 



The very first thing which has to ho a 
Ijoort.nt clarification of ,o me t.r.i,?.!* ^'ici* J?£& JJ 

What must be understood is thah t-H* -* 
pertaining to different kinds o ! CathouV^ ?- ? ertaint Y 
gauged and classified in different wa vg ,„h ^ ^ Ca " be 
for our purooses, in accordance with th/n articular, 

which they are examined. * n wh \Te "i ^ h ^ BersoecUves from 
oerspective from which they ar ami d« ^1 "" WUh the 

sight a meaningless iumble of words! we beqthat'nonf ,""' 
readers will be out off, for the conceot it 1^ , e f ° Ur 
by means of illustrations. Thus, for instance: " exolai ^ 

(a) Some theologians soeak of doctrines as Vv 
cathedra". when they do this, they have and " coS 
doctrines? manner in which a oooe" has taught these 

(b) Other theologians might, equally accurately, 
categorize the same doctrines as " binding under oain of 
herep . What would be under consideration in this case 
would be the censure attached to denial of the teachinqs 
in question. ^ 

(c) And other authors might call the identical 
doctrines " infallible teachings". This term, although 
common, is not strictly logical because "infallible" 
means "unable to err", and the caoacity to make or avoid 
making mistakes is simply not one which can relate to a 
teaching . It is only the person pronouncing the 
teaching who can possess the supernatural protection 
from error correctly known as infallibility.* 106 
Despite this objection, however, we shall have no 
hesitation in this Dossier in conforming to what has now 
become an accepted usage when this is necessary for the 
purpose of avoiding cumbersome circumlocutions. 

For our own part, in order to conform to the system 
used by the Church herself and her most illustrious theol- 
ogians, we propose to categorize the different kinds of 
Catholic beliefs according to the kind or degree of faith or 
submission owed to them, but when appropriate we shall 
indicate where the categories overlap. 

Divine and Catholic Faith 

The highest category of Catholic belief comprises those 
doctrines which are to be believed "de fide divina et 



106 * Bishoo Thomas Connolly of Halifax suggested during 
the 1870 Vatican Council that the term "infallible" be 
applied in the council's decrees to the doctrine taught 
instead of to the authority teaching it; but the spokesman of 
the deputation responsible for drafting the decrees reiected 
this suggestion as ungrammatical and it was for this reason 




Denzinger 1839. ) 
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has been no new Dubl 
toostle (St John). 

The second condition is that the doctrine in question 
must be proposed by the Church for the belief of the faithful 
as h aving been Divinely revealed . For it to fit into the 
category we are at present considering, it is not enough that 
the doctrine in question be proposed by the Church and that 
she require all the faithful to assent to it - even though, 
as we shall see shortly, a doctrine taught in this manner 
would definitely be true - unless, in addition , she indicates 
clearly that the doctrine was directly revealed by God 
Himself. This could be indicated by a direct statement to 
that effect as in Pooe Pius IX's definition of the Immaculate 
Conception,*^ 9 or by the statement that the doctrine is 
taught in Holy Scripture, the entire contents of which were 
revealed by God - a fact which is itself to be believed "de 
fide divina et Catholica".* 110 

Moreover, as the canon quoted makes clear, the Church 
may propose a truth as Divinely revealed either by a solemn 
ludgement (i.e. a definition of the Extraordinary Magist- 
erium) or, equally well, by the Ordinary Magisterium, which 
can be exercised in various ways as will shortly be exolain- 



"by divine and Catholic Faith". 



108* 
Dogmatic CoMtit'ii /^' 19 °' thu Canon is taken from the 

'•tle.nCo.«:l , 1 t . lt ,"i 1 I| 1 n i», . n r t l h 7 , ,2?" th0llC Fdlth ° f th * 1870 

109* * We 
d °ctrine...was reveVl^K,,' Pronounce and define that the 

110# 6d bY God - " Denzinger 1641. 

Pope Leo XIH^aVghVThlV ^ his encyclical Dluturnum T 1 la d 
P°wer is evidently attest., K° ivlne origi n of the ci VTT 
trTth"? °l Which encycUcai .h bV , Holy Sc ^Ptare, as a con- 
Six tUR P° be bel ieved » ae h, - gian9 ^cognize this as a 
fLl ^ rtechi "i S.J. inVi?? dlvlna et Catholica" (e.g. 
(Rome ' 1931)). SSJaiore jlotaruin Theologarum , P-34 



What 



The term "heretic" is applied in ,> a - • 
to one who doubts or denies a doctriL V 3 ^ rict sens ° only 
fide divina et Catholica". This iV a }°> * e bel ieved^d£ 
where a heretic is defined as "one who f ^ Canon 1325/2, 
continuing to call himself a Christian noV^ Baptisra ' while 
or doubts any of the truths which are ' to be™^* 917 , denie * 
Divine and Catholic faith CdP fL^ , eheved with 
ic.')."*"1 Hence it is not tU s^nl'V^ 1 - 

that to deny any truth taught "ex cathedra- h T^ bellev * d ' 
defined by an^ecumenical council U sufficient toT" -° r 
oneself of heresy, because the Church can teach thp«? "-^ 
truths concerning faith or morals by such soIpL Aa logLCal 
even when they have not been direcUy revealeT bv GoT^nH 
the denial of such truth!, as we have ^."^1% not Y t«c?ni«S 
ly heresy. " ,lcai 



as fo 



This point is made by Fr. Cartechini (op. cit • oo 41-3) 
illows : ' y ' J; 

"The pooes can condemn propositions, even 'ex 
cathedra', as being not necessarily heretical, but even 
as merely false or scandalous... The popes have 
sometimes defined some points of doctrine to be held, 
but not to be held 'de fide divina et Catholica'. 

"...From these examples it is apparent that an 'ex 
cathedra' statement is not always a dogma.* 1 1 2 Likewise 
the popes sometimes oblige the Church to admit certain 
factual truths as 'dogmatic f acts ' * 1 13 . . .such as the 
nullity of Anglican Orders... 

"Even in defining such things the oope and councils 
are infallible . . . 

"Something can be defined as 'de fide' without 
being necessarily 'de fide divina et Catholica' [i.e. if 
it is infallibly taught but not Divinely revealedl, in 
which case... it should be termed 'de fide eccles- 
iastica' . " 

Fr. Cartechini also exolains in the same place that it 
was for this reason that the 1870 Vatican Council phrased its 
definition of oapal infallibility so that the object of this 
infallibility was said to be "truths to be held " rather than 
"truths to be believed with Divine faith". 



111 * Cf. also the following definition furnished by Fr. 
Cartechini (op. cit.: d.19): "A heretical Deposition is one 
which is certainly opposed, contrarily or contradictorily, to 
a truth which is certainly known to have been sufficiently 
proposed in the Church as revealed." (The distinction 
between "contrarily" and "contradictorily" is that the 
contrary of "black" is "white", whereas the contradiction of 
"black" is "not black".) 

112 * The term "dogma" is synonymous with "a truth 
proposed by the Church as divinely revealed". 

1 1 3* The t e r m "dogmatic fact" is defined later in this 
section. 
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being a heretic, ^^ ^ revealed. 



i"ic*. are « n 'V"ondlV. it is extended also to truth, 
revelation- But « c °^ e V ve5 bu t which are requvred to 
^VuVrftne deposit of revelation... 

. . what has been said so far, not 

SOf to summarize ordinary Magisterium is to be 

everything taught by tn e holica «, an d it is possible to 

■lieved "de fide ^\\ na *„ Extra0 rdinary Magisterium without 

,e teachings of tn ~ whether or not 

questi ^-- p Srk^ -eaied. 

*». phIp of the ^m.r Y Magisterium 

, ,. 1ichp j this fact, we must also emphasize the 
Having estabUshed this ta ec ^ ^ ^ ^ n ^ 

other principal truth on " l J that it is poS9ible 

? ll h £™ ".^j- 5 ^^ ^ » truth not taugh/by the 
^ ^U ar a v MaoisteriJm U.i. the solemn definition ot' pooe 
fr counci ll V ^ir-ThTs is a consequence of the following 
facts: 

(a) that one is a heretic who doubts or denies any_ 
Divinely revealed truth proposed as such by the Church, 
and 

(b) that the Church can sufficiently propose a 
belief as Divinely revealed even through her Ordinary 
Magisterium. 

We remind our readers that according to Canon 1323, 
quoted earlier, the Church can Dropose a Divinely revealed 
truth for the belief of the faithful "either by a solemn 
judgement or by the Ordinary and Universal Magisterium ." 
Nonetheless, it is not always easy to discern which doctrines 
are taught by the Ordinary Magisterium so as to bind under 
pain of heresy, so we must establish criteria whereby we may 
know with certainty when the Ordinary Magisterium imposes a 
truth in this way. 

Emphasis must be olaced on the need for certainty, 
whether \ll rK CaS u Where there is obiective doubt as to 
the cen.nro f ^ Droooses » belief as Divinely revealed, 
1323/3 -Nothf SY V S not Wimble. According to Canon 

or defined uniiL 1 !^. * under9t <>od as dogmatically declared 
^dinL^aai, 1 ?"^ 1118 1S mar ^estly certain." Also, as the 
o the popes and hUH C ° mpriSeS a11 the authoritative teaching 

to e.ta'bff.Yby e acrw ln wh U a V° n * Uh them ' lt ls nece9Sar ' 
Y exact ^Y what means Darticular doctrines 




taught by the Ordinary Magisterium can ho . 

possessing that exceotional a.thorTty where bv n?^ 1 "' M 

contradictory to them must be branded heretical. Drooo31tlon9 

In order to exolain this, it is firQh n a „~ 
to clarify the use of the word "inf Uible- 17 ^^ 
said, this word means "unable to err" but t'hi, 3 f we . have 
can be^ misleading because the differ^ xTnds^f aVthori 1 ?"- 
ative Catholic teaching can be immune from error in different 

-■^^VhlP^^rl - n0t aU ° f thSSe are commonly called 
-infallible there is a sense in which all of them may be so 

With reference to doctrinal declarations made by the 
Holy See in which the conditions necessary for infallibility 
in its strictest sense are absent, Cardinal Franzelin notes 
that "in such declarations, though the doctrine is not 
infallibly true. ..it is nevertheless infallibly safe." He 
notes that Catholics are not only bound to accept such 
declarations by refraining from external denial of them, but 
that they must bring their opinions also into line with 
those of the Church - "ita non solum loquendum sed etiam 
sentiendum est" - and this intellectual acceDtance of 
doctrines taught without strict infallibility is due, he 
says, "not to the motive of Divine faith (on account of the 
authority of God revealing)..., but to the motive of sacred 
authority," for the Divine assistance protecting the Church 
from teaching error is not restricted to the charism of 
infallibility in respect of the Extraordinary Magisterium or 
in respect of a multiplicity of mutually corroborative acts 
of the Ordinary Magisterium. There is also, he declares, a 
" universal ecclesiastical or doctrinal providence" protecting 
eve ry statement of the Church which impinges on doctrine. 
"The sacred authority of this universal doctrinal Drovidence 
is," according to the learned cardinal, "an abundantly 
sufficient motive, enabling and obliging the dutiful will to 
command the religious or theological assent of the intel- 
lect." ( De Divina Traditione et Scriptura , 1875, pages 129- 
131) 

In other words, a suoernatural orotection from error 
governs every act of the Holy See which affects doctrine, so 
that all such acts are in a sense infallible. But the word 
"infallibility" is applied by conventional usage to that 
extraordinary and direct Divine orotection which is due only 
to certain of these acts. We ask readers to bear in mind, 
therefore, while reading what follows, that, owing to this 
soecially adooted theological sense of the word infal- 
libility", some Catholic writers from whom we shall be 
quoting exclude certain doctrines from the realm of infal- 
libility" without by any means wishing to imply by this 
exclusion that the doctrines in question are therefore Liable 
to error.* 1 15 




115* T he consequences of --oP-hensior , In , thi. area 
could easily become very serious " th c * u i5 - understand- 

"infallible" (orotected from error), lt c ° uL ° b liable to 
ably but fallaciously - be argued, it ""^f^ "and we 
error; and if it is liable to er ror , it may t> e c 
cannot be required to believe that which may be false. 
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1-kip in the sense described above, i t is 
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Magistenum, it is Q|_ h cfUerla by which to discern 

is n ? ceS h S frh y doctrines taught by the Ordinary Magisterium 
eXaCt !j: At "infallible" status as if they had been taught 
l! aV ?h?Bxt«ord nary Magisterium. As any formal definition 
b ? 1 o council on a point of doctrine wiLL constitute aH 
S'of the Extraordinary Magisterium, it is evident that the 
Ordinary Magisterium embraces all authoritative exposition of 
cltholic doctrine which is not expressed in the form of a 
solemn definition. Such expositions may be made by the pope 
or by bishops; they may be explicit or implicit; may be 
expressed in the liturgy, in Canon Law, in the rules of 
approved religious orders, or in the teaching of theologians 
sanctioned by the Church. A comprehensive list of potential 
sources is given by Fr. Cartechini (op. cit., pp. 33-40). And 
to determine whether any particular doctrine taught by any of 
these means is infallibly proposed by the Ordinary Magist- 
erium, the question that must be asked is simply whether the 
Church has, at least implicitly, demanded the assent of all 
the faithful to the doctrine in question. 

To establish this, it must be remembered that the 
Ordinary Magisterium, like the Extraordinary Magisterium, can 
be exercised by the pope alone, or by the pope and the other 
bishops acting in unison. With this background we invite Dom 
Paul Nau to explain to us how the pope and the bishops are 
known to demand the assent of all the faithful to some 
doctrine which they teach otherwise than through the 
Extraordinary Magisterium. What follows is cited from his 
essay Le M *qlstere Pontifical Ordinaire au Premier Concile 




du Vatican,*"? which appeared in ^ 

vol.LXII, 1962, pages 341-397: he Revue Thfl.Uh., 

"In pronouncing a solemn ^■,^ 
judge affirms, by his sentence" thA 9 **!^ ' the 9u P rem « 
does not belong to the revealed 2n« * doctrine does or 
binds the whole Church. T ctnnot^ ' v-™" 9e "tence 
lest it mislead the Church it m ,^ 3 ^ ect t0 error. 
Divine assistance: by virtue of i-hi ni e . 9 uaran teed by 

o r ai„;jy s^iU^is r„\reT t h h 1 e n r 9 h w a h nr t ° h on % ut r the 

o? Ca U thoTi' c n0 h • b H fc ^ COncorda <* teaching of ?^e body 
of Catholic bishops, yes; a solitary pontifical 
discourse, no, but the constant teaching o 
successor of Peter, yes. No episcopal instruction U 
guaranteed infallible, nor does any pontifical Sis- 

def U in 3 it?on . k6n °1 i tS , own ' " ""less it proclaims a 
definition 'ex cathedra' - enjoy this privilege... 

"A doctrine universally taught as revealed, even 
when no definition has intervened, necessarily expres- 
ses, thanks to this [Divine] assistance, the revelation 
entrusted by Christ to the Apostles. It is certainly 
faithful to this revelation and it is therefore an 
obligatory rule of faith... 

"A doctrine is likewise assured of the same 
fidelity and similarly constitutes a rule of faith, from 
the sole fact that it has been constantly taught as 
revealed, by the successor of Peter." 

It is worth noting, before closing this brief summary of 
Catholic doctrine about the Ordinary Magisterium, that some 
theologians, including Fr. Cartechini, have held that even 
isolated acts of the Pontifical Ordinary Magisterium can be 
truly infallible. For our part we follow Dom Paul Nau, who 
denies this, arguing that the instances adduced from certain 
papal encyclicals are in fact acts of the Extraordinary 
Magisterium. Indeed we fail to see what real distinction 
could be made to show that an isolated papal act, definitely 



117 * Complementary to this essay, and available in 
English, is Dom Paul Nau ' s 1956 (50 page) study The Ordinary 
Magisterium of the Church Theologically Considered , copies of 
which are available from us at €1.50 each. In it Dom Paul 
specifies three variable factors by which it is possible to 
gauge when the papal Ordinary Magisterium engages infal- 
libility: 

"(i) the will of the sovereign pontiff to commit 
his authority behind the enunciation of a doctrine; 

"(ii) the impact... of his teaching on the Church; 
"(iii) the continuity and coherence of the various 
affirmations." (op. cit., p. 20) 
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So , in summary: 

v * ^rt-rine must be believed "de fide divi na 
{i) a doctrine mu prQpoged by the church ag 

et Catholica ^^ - n a golemn judgement or by 

Divinely r - v " jcterium, whether expressly or implicit- 

^iSli.""^^"?*; Church. 

mi What the crime of heresy essentially consists 
in ,. [^M-'-^onht or denial of such a doctrine. 

(iii) It will also be remembered that the Ditfalls 
to be avoided are: 

(a) the assumption that all -Judgements of the 
Extraordinary Magisterium on matters of faith and 
morals necessarily Dropose the doctrine in question 
as Divinely revealed - this cannot be presumed, and 
is proved only if the judgement, at least 
implicitly, states that the doctrine was revealed 
by God; 

(b) the assumption that only acts of the 
Extraordinary Magisterium - solemn judgements of 
popes or councils - are sufficient to propose a 
doctrine for belief "de fide divina et Cathol- 
ica".*m 

118 * Michael Davies falls for both these common 
misapprehensions on pages 9 and 10 of his pamphlet The Divine 
Constitution . Referring to definitions of the Extraordinary 
Magisterium, he writes: 

"Teaching which must be acceDted with this degree 

of certainty is referred to as of divine and Catholic 

faith ('de fide divina et Catholica • ) . . . its pertinacious 

rejection is called 'heresy'." 
, of . This is false, because the Extraordinary Magisterium can 
o of 3 n ?01nt ° f Catholi c belief infallibly, which is not 
111 °1 .'I™ rev f latio " »* "" (such as the existence oF 

Stewed -A??* ?** 3t Trent) ' in which case U wiU 

h^^^ and its denial will not be 

In the same place he says that- 

assisun^^f 9 A" l n n J all i*>le only when the special 

invoked ° p ast or \ ?° ly Gh ° St which guarantees this is 

definitions..." Aetern,1 l restricts this assistance to 

Thp arr~~ u*'\ 
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m a discussion about what rnnon*. .. 
mention needs to be made of the contents «% ^i"*' 3pecial 
because it is a dogma, as has been AiJ ? "° ly Scri Pture, 
contents of Holy Scripture are DWin.lv !l ' , tl l at the who ^ 
be presumed from this that the denial '; Vealed and lt mi ^t 
Scripture constitutes heresy, strlctlv «« anY i , P V fc of Holv 
substantially true, but is subiect ?« ' ™ 3 l * 

qualifications. UD]ect to some important 

The most important of these auaiiFu^- 
the fact that, as the words of a ' 1 ^ e l ! 1 ba9e V P ° n 

doctrine to be believed*H9 - de yV v/ \ make cl ear, for a 
proposal by the Church is necessa „ Uu , 6t Catholica", 

SJ3 5ST. ^'M.^,S\*S* B s? = 

^rfld^i^ni^^^ol^a^ S^ -U 
proposal were sufficient for the purpose in question" 6 ^ 1 

ftTs ln c 9 l2l r Ca t n h °" 1323/1 P W ° Uld be inane ' " ^ is' mposs'tble? 
called for? specific Proposal as Divinely revealed U 

But having said this, it is also a fact that, although 
many of the truths contained in Holy Scripture have not been 
specifically proposed for the belief of the faithFul as 
Divinely revealed, one truth which certainly has been 
proposed as Divinely revealed is the inerrancy ~oT Holy 
Scripture. Consequently to contradict that which is found in 
Holy Scripture amounts to a denial of the dogma of Scriptural 
inerrancy and is heretical on that count. 

The renowned Jesuit theologian Fr. Augustine Lehmkuhl 
explains this point as follows: 

"...if anyone reading a fact related in Holy 
Scripture which. . .pertains to faith, denies that fact, 
by that very denial he denies also the canonicity and 
Divine inspiration of the book in question or a part of 
it, whereas the Catholic Church has defined this 
inspiration to be 'de fide'. So one who seeks to excuse 
himself on the pretext that the particular truth has not 
been defined by the Church in any canon or inserted in a 
Creed is grossly mistaken ['turpiter errat']. It is 
enough that I should deny any truth which I clearly 
understand to be taught in an inspired book for me to 
commit heresy." ( Casus Conscientiae , vol.1, n.1009) 



bishops, whereas the teaching of the papal Ordinary Magist- 
erium can in reality be infallible alone. (See the two 
studies of Dom Paul Nau referred to earlier.) 

He is also wrong to say that Pastor Aeternus (the 1870 
definition of the infallibility of the papal Extraordinary 
Magisterium) "restricted" anything. The definition told us 
some circumstances in which the pope would be infallible: it 
certainly did not teach that he was not infallible when those 
circumstances did not apply. This poTTt is emphasized by Dora 
Paul Nau in his 196l~study. 

119 * Or, at least, for it to be obligatory to believe a 
doctrine in this way. 
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iQ no t definitely committed by someone 

< a) Her u7 • oarticular verse of Holy Scrioture u 

who argues that ^ n and e erroneous, unless the 

a tribal interna tauqh t the contrary, for this i n 
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(k , rikowise, if the meaning of the passage i n 
! ■enoen to doubt, he cannot be condemned as a 
question is ; od ^ inte rp retat ion favoured by the 
heretic, ever i imD i a usible, unless his interoret- 

0b ? SpfinitelV contradicts the Scriptural meaning or 
unless ^ThTThl^ch has authoritatively interoreted the 
oassaqe. 

"n P Fide Divina" 

After "de fide divina et Catholica" comes the category 
■Mp Ado divina". This includes whatever truths have been 
revealed" by God but not oroDOsed by the Church as Divinely 
revealed Divine faith is that by which we believe any truth 
which we know to have been revealed by God. Normally we know 
such truths through their having been proposed as such by 
the Church, but we may_ certainly have Divine faith in 
doctrines not proposed by the Church when it is nonetheless 
certain that they are Oivinely revealed. 

And in fact there is one such doctrine in which we are 
bound to have Divine faith without having "Divine and 
Catholic faith", namely the infallibility of the Church; for 
as the Church cannot infallibly guarantee her own infal- 
libility* 120 it is necessary that we believe it by virtue of 
establishing independently of the Church herself that her 
teaching is Divinely protected from error. (One version of 
the arqument used by Catholic apologists to demonstrate the 
Church's infallibility is presented in the article on 
apoloqetics found in Britons Catholic Library Letter No. 5 , 
vol 2B. Run-offs are available at €3.00 each.) 

All the clear teachings of Holy ScriDture not specific- 
Hi^ n° r ? D ° Se ? bY the Church are also t0 be believed "de fide 
deaerihpH > ■ error . contr «v to one of these truths is 
tl : erro p r in "4e" " an error in faith - and is, 
?aith- 9 hl I Cytechinl, "a mortal sin directly against 
censure. ^ dlrectl Y sublet to any ecclesiastical 

Qthe^octrtne sjraught with Tnf,mMiu y 
npYh ~ = *. 
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of course, apply to fc e ' ,^ ious circle" - which does not, 
baches the extent and l7 m «A nltl °ns in which the Church 
■ limitations of her Infallibility. 
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by the Council of Trent (P^ ra «^' 

Juths bind every CathoUc ^ cons cU nee" "^'^ ' T ^e 
Me fide ecclesiastics", i.e with !/? mU3t be bel ^ved 
because they are certain, not as hfvfn 1 *^ 1 " 1 faith ' 
revealed by God, but through being indirp^i 9 - been direc tly 
doctrine of the i n f a 1 1 i bi U t Vhf n! lncl ^ ed in the 
Divinely revealed. Evidently one who 1?"°' which *« 
such wise as to deny directly the rS,,r2" d . S 1 ch a truth ^ 
subiects not directly reveal-d would Z \ lnfallibil -ity on 
of that denial; but this does no? -n ? heretic b Y virtu- 
denial of this doctrine, because the *Z\l t0 ' he impllcit 
consciously denying what is "i fii^ 9 Y PartV raav not be 

he is under the" i mo r e ss Un tS.t 1 M, 41 ^,?! ^o"- 11 ""' ^ 
limited to a orooosition "de fide ecclesUstica" " 

He also exolains that one who denies such a doctrin- 
commits -a mortal sin directly against faith" and can also 
incur an ecclesiastical censure. 



Other Theological Notes 

There are five more categories of definite Catholic 
truths before we descend to the level of mere ooinions. \ 
belief can be: 

(i) "Proximate to faith" - if it is almost 
unanimously considered to be Divinely revealed.* 121 

(ii) "Theologically certain" - if it is the 
inevitable logical conclusion of two premises, one 
revealed and the other certain in some other way.* 122 

(iii) "A Catholic doctrine" (another term which is 
often used in a looser sense but is here defined 
strictly) - if it is taught as definite by the Church 
but without engaging infallibility.* 123 It is important 
to register the fact that, by virtue of belonging to 
this category, whatever is taught as definite in Daoal 
encyclicals, etc., oertains to "Catholic doctrine" and 
is definitely true. It is consequently quite imDossible 
for the pooe to err in any such official oronouncement 
and all such oronouncements bind the Catholic con- 
science. 

(iv) "Certain" - if it is agreed among all 
theological schools but not closely bound up with any 
revealed truth, in which case to deny it would (at least 
almost invariably) be a mortal sin of temerity. 



121 * E.g. That Our Lord claimed throughout his life to 
be the Messias. 

122 * E . q . The current vacancy of the Holy See or the 
legitimacy of the Council of Trent. Such truths are known as 
dogmatic facts. 

12 3* E.g. The fact that the use of oeriodic continence 
without a weighty reason is mortallv sinful. 
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and generally . 

encyclical Letters already for other reasons appertains 
to Catholic doctrine. But if the supreme Dontiffs in 
their official documents oroperly pass iudgement on a 
matter which up to that time has been under dispute, it 
is obvious that this matter, according to the mind and 
will of the same pontiffs, cannot be any longer 
considered a question open to discussion among theo- 
logians." (PoDe Pius XTI: Humani Generis ) 

(ii) "It is not enough to avoid heretical 
Derversity, but it is also necessary diligently to flee 
from those errors which, to a greater or lesser extent, 
come close to it: wherefore everyone is obliged also to 
observe the constitutions and decrees by which such 
perverse opinions are proscribed and prohibited by the 
Holy See." (Canon 1324) 

(iii) "When we soeak of the Vicar o f Christ, our 
Place is to obey, not to question. We must not seek to 
limit our obedience to the Dooe's commands by restrict- 
ing the scoDe of their application. We must not quibble 
over his clear instructions, distort their meaning, 
^rn er !?K et th : m in the li ^ ht of <>u r own prejudices and 
othtr r, !i f obvi ? us substance. We must not assert any 

L 1 " S! ai " 8 ' the dooe's right to teach and 
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guaranteed to the Extraordinary Magisterium and ► rt m 
Ordinary and Universal Magisterium. * " d t0 the 

First, let us state what is meant by religious Ub*rt- V 
lt is the princiole that a man is entitled to orofiw 
whatever religion he chooses, oublicly and orivat*ly, without 
interference from the civil authority unless his religious 
actions are in direct conflict with public order This 
-ight, Vatican II unequivocally asserts, belongs to ^verv 
an . That it is in contradiction to Drevious paoal rteclar- 
■ions* 1 ^ 4 Mr. Oavies cannot deny, so instead he casts ioubt 
on the infallibility of those declarations with which it is 
in conflict, whether individually or collectively. 

It will be remembered from pages 153 and 159 that the 
teaching of encyclical letters can constitute infallible 
expressions of the Ordinary Magisterium in accordance with 
their relative solemnity, impact and continuity. If we judge 
the papal teaching on religious liberty by these standards, 
it is evident that few doctrines of the Ordinary Magisterium 
have a more certain claim to infallibility . It would be 
excessively lengthy to quote all the declarations of the Holy 
See, and in fact this is unnecessary; for we feel sure that 
Mr. Davies will accept the testimony of "Archbishop" 
Lefebvre, delivered in one of his interventions at Vatican II 
itself. Here are Lefebvre's words: 

"This conception of religious liberty, which in his 
encyclical Immortale Dei Leo XIII calls a 'new law', was 
solemnly condemned by that Pontiff as contrary to sound 
philosophy and against Holy Scripture and Tradition. 

"This same conception, this 'new law' so many times 
condemned by the Church, the Conciliar Commission is now 
putting before us, the Fathers of 'Vatican II', for us 
to subscribe to and countersign." (September 1965, 
recorded in the Acta Synodalia and in Lefebvre's l_ 
Accuse the Council 1 , Angelus Press 1982 - our emphases 
added) 

It is clear from this statement that the Church has 
condemned the doctrine of religious liberty "P"^ 1 * a " m 
emohatically, which proves, by the standards stated by Dom 
Paul Nau, that this teaching is " inf alUb1 ^ * V * V er s 
pertains only to the Ordinary Magisterium. The matter is 
simply not open to doubt. 

The Status of Quanta Cura 

However, Davies's doubts of its i^ 11 ^ 1 ^ reaUty 
even more flagrantly unjustifiable than this for in Reality 
this notion of religicus liberty has been °™** n ™ £ de in 
Extraordinary Magisterium too. This condemnation 



124. For ins t ancethetea S ^Pooe^n; : 
Syllabus that it is «L2Sa J^ r a £a tno o oubli cly. 
non-Catholic immigrants the r ignt t 

(Condemned proposition 78; Denzmger 1778) 

125. lt „ lU -r r n 1Sr: ^*r« 

condemnation of religious liberty 



infallible. 
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Mn*l letter Quanta Cura (1864), where 

ty'c encyclical 

Pooe piu J r [ t X e8 as follo«: 

the P0DC . n the teachinqs of the Holy Scriptures, 

"Contrary co i. ^ Holy Father s, these persons ^ 
of the Church, ann fche f Howinq assertion: 'The best 
not hesitate torn is that wherein no duty is 

condition of human ernment Qf correctin q r by enacted 
recognizee OY ".J tors of the catholic religion except 
penalties, tne v _ ^ fche oubUc D eace requires it.' 
where the maintna^^^ notion oC social government, 
From this totai y d fchat erroneous opinion, most 

the y fear not co a Uc churc h and to the salvation 
pernicious t0 cne u d by ur above-quoted Predeces- 

:or SO Gregory XVlinsanity r-deliramentum' )* 1 26 namely , 
! ' G XtY of conscience and of worshio is the 
, iar ("or inalienable) riqht of everv man, which 
^"id be proclaimed by law." (Denzinqer 1684-90) 

It should be understood that "violators of the Catholic 
religion" does not mean those who persecute the Church with 
violence or physical means, for "the maintenance of oublic 
peace"" already requires that such men be ounished What Pope 
Pius IX is teaching* 127 is that the civil authority ought to 
impose sanctions on those who attack the Church or promote 
false religions by pen or by word of mouth, even if this 
constitutes no direct threat to public peace and order . The 
basis for these sanctions is not, therefore, the protection 
of oublic order, but the principle that the state has the 
duty ("per se") to protect its citizens from error.* 128 

u,i.{/^fi TT maint-ainc fha r* rt n h r » r \i . rpnpat-pdl V . in i h c 




of n^°n^ r0 *. Ve ' n then ' that Q^nta Cura 's direct condemnatio 
furtfhe 9 r ^n X L UmanaP is "ex cathedra", we need look n 

^^^^WT^^srj^:. TX imposes hi 



-»->ji.»um, in wnicn pope Plus 
thful. Here are his words: 




ni \ ^ ^ enc ^"«l MlrarMjo., 15 August 1832. 

is condemning?' ^* contr «*ictory of the proposition which he 

128* In th 

restrain someone wVat^ D \V* W ° Uld be rl 9 ht forcibly to 
2 + 2 = 5. t.mpted to propagate the doctrine that 
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itself, We have det-.p rmi npri rt «~« 

Aoostolic voice. Hence by ou?LoT? t0 rai " e <>u, 
reorove, proscribe and condemn eachand ° authori 'Y we 
oerverse ooinions and doctrTn " L<„,,, ",7 one ° f the 
in this document, and w» will L " ld "* al, V mentioned 
held absolutely as reoro'ved proscri^Ta"^* ""- th ' y be 
all the son, of the Catholic ^hurch^loenzi^er^ " y 
It will be remembered that i-h P i a™ u .. • 
fined that the Dope soeaks - ex ca he d »- " S° Uncl1 
fallibly - when, "exercisinn ► L ^t dr \ T and thu, 




And, for the benefit of anyone who might deny that the 
foregoing can be readily seen, we add that the "ex cathedra- 
status of Quanta Cara is also confirmed by the illustrious 
theologians who consider its status. For instance, Canon 
J.M. Herve S.T.D., in his Manuale Theologiae Dogmaticae 
(vol.1, n.485), says of Quanta Cura ; "It is evident from t-h» 
very words of its conclusion that the encyclical has full and 
infallible authority " (emphasis in the original). And the 
renowned Cardinal Billot uses Quanta Cura to refute those who 
argue that it is difficult to know when a doctrine is taught 
"ex cathedra". After quoting the passage from it which we 
quoted above, he rhetorically asks whether "it could by any 
chance be said" that its "ex cathedra" status "is doubtful, 
uncertain or in any way obscure?" ( De Ecclesia Christi , 
thesis XXXI) 

No, it certainly cannot be regarded as doubtful, we hoDe 
our readers are saying - unless they think that they know 
better than the dogmatic teaching of the 1870 Vatican Council 
interpreted by theologians of the calibre of Cardinal Billot. 
But alas, it seems that Davies is one of those who think that 
they do know better than such authorities, for, as we have 
seen, in his pamphlet Archbishop Lefebvre and Religious 
Liberty (page 10) he describes the whole of the Church's 
doctrine condemning religious liberty as only "possibly 
infallible", including Quanta Cura and the countless other 
constitutions, encyclicals and briefs in which it is 
condemned. Moreover, he states openly in Apologia Pro Marcel 
Lefebvre (Part I, p. 322) that he regards Quanta Cura itself 
as only "possibly infallible". 

We shall hazard no guess as to whether Davies knows the 
true status of Quanta Cura and deliberately withholds it from 
his readers, or whether he is so ignorant of the sutnect 
about which he pontificates as to be entirely unaware of tne 
facts. We would only observe that the f ormer alternative 
would hardly be a more egregious insult to his Maker and to 
his readers than the latter. 

Is Religious Liberty He retical? 

There is one question, however, wh ^ .^Vons'^der- 
settled at once, now that we have engaged i th con" ^ 
ation of religious liberty, and that is tne q 
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•„ a n II doctrine of religious liberty, 
whether the VatlC 5 n hoth in n.mnta Cura and by repeated acts 
SJ.niblV conde-ne ^ B Zi7^^rrTact heretical in the 
s t f ri ^ S ense in oV Y tnat g ter m . 



the Holy 



statement «...-- "contrary to tne wawmi^ « L uue noiy 

condemned therein is sta tement the DODe is affirming, 

Scriptures . BY ^ bl that t he false doctrine i 3 
indirectly b«t unaist.^^ ^ # gayg> . g 

heretical; f or tne u tne contents of Holy Scripture 

Divinely revealed, since 
are revealed by God. 

it oossible to evade this conclusion on the 

"?*-*?*■ JhP 'doctrine condemning religious liberty may be 

* T . ete £ St fide divina- rather than -de fide divina et 

r7£VU" if the latter has not been proposed by the Church. 

Catholica iftftj" „ip fl ,, a telv oroposed elsewhere, this 




Moreover, we can corroborate this conclusion by the fact 
that Catholic theologians recognize certain truths as having 
been oroposed by the Church for belief "de fide divina et 
Catholica" merely by the assurance contained in a convention- 
al encyclical that the belief in question is contained in the 
Bible or otherwise revealed by Almighty God. We offer two 
examples: 

(i) Pr. Cartechini* 13 explains that the truth of 
the Divine origin of the civil authority must be 
believed "de fide divina et Catholica" by virtue of the 
following passage from Pope Leo XIII 's encyclical 
Diuturnum Illud ;-»T31 

"But as regards political power, the Church 
rightly teaches that it comes from God, for it 
finds this clearly testified in the Sacred Script- 
ures and in the monuments of antiquity... In truth, 
Testis, 63 Y estabUsh -ed by the books of the Old 
human on l " VerY many Dlaces that the source of 

Sn^?^ Lctl." (tot. 

by tJn^gXJ™**™* of the same thing, furnished 

the dogma of the Div a n. (1 °f', Cit - ) ' ia the Proposal of 
6 Dlvlne or igin of matrimony in Pope Leo 



^rictly, the contradictory. 



Or, 

i. u.. e contradictory 

13 °* 0D - cit., P D.33ff. 
Pontiff. ^ t0 be co «f«sed with Divlnua IUud of the same 



XIII's encyclical Arcanum Divine Th { 

affirmed in the wordsl nae -' Thl s is simply 

-octr'ln'.^'i.^th^^lVinroJiVln 6 ^" 1 ?."" th " 

^x o iV. tv o.f« j .v°. 8 .<,?? r, ' t -' '^Ji^kS: 

In each case the statement in any encyclical hh a - 
oarticular truth is taught in Holy Wr U isTuVf fcient to 
constitute its proposal to the faithful as Divinely revealed 
and to brand any contradictory proposition as heretical 
the strictest sense. -a f ortiori - 1 32 the same must b . true 
of the statement in Quanta Cura that religious liberty is 
contrary to Holy Writ. The conclusion that it is heretical 
is consequently inescapable. 

Although it is true that Davies does not specifically 
discuss this point of whether the teaching of the Church on 
religious liberty is "de fide" and whether it would con- 
sequently be heretical to deny it, the very fact that it is, 
as we have just shown, demonstrably "de fide" and that he 
does not discuss it is itself a strong point against him both 
as a scholar of integrity and as a theologian. For if he is 
a scholar of integrity, why did he not discuss it? Why is it 
that, despite considering the subiect of religious liberty at 
some length in many of his works and pointing out the contra- 
diction between Vatican II's Dignitatis Humanae and papal 
teaching contained in Quanta Cura and elsewhere, Davies 
never goes on to consider exactly what theological note is to 
be attached to the Vatican TI error? Can this glaring 
failure to consider the question, which cannot but immed- 
iately spring to the mind of anyone who recognizes the 
contradiction between the traditional doctrine and the new, 
be explained except as a studious avoidance of a dangerous 
topic? 

Moreover, even without discussing it directly, it is 
quite clear what Davies's view of the subiect is - or, at 
least, what the impression he wants to give to his readers 
is. Again and again, notably in the two long essays in which 
he purports to address and refute the thesis that the Holy 
See "is vacant, he tells us that the "pope" cannot possibly be 
accused of heresy despite his having signed Dignitatis 
Humanae . 

For instance, in The Divine Constitution and Tndefect- 
ibility of the Catholic Church , Davies writes as follows: 

there is no case whatsoever for claiming that 
any of "the Conciliar popes have lost their office as a 
result of heresy. Anyone wishing to dispute this 
assertion would need to state the doctrine def 



divina et Ca^holica' which one or more of these popes 
are alleged to have reiected pertinaciously. T^re " 
not one instance which comes remotely within [sic] this 
category." (o.29) 

Again, in The Remnant for 15th February 1987 he «.ur«. 
e gullible enough to b elieve h» JJJ ^ t ^ r d .^ 
no possible stretch of the imagination can 



those 

"by no pos 



132 * I.e. all the more so. 
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, nf a-nying pertinaciously any -de fide- 
Pope be « c „ case N te ° f tha t in both of these oassages Davies U 
doctrine..." Kot * ™ that the thesis accusing John-Paul n 
a? pains to convince us tna ^ ^ non . st arter - "not . . . rem . 
of heresy is not onL Y stretch of the imagination..." We 
otely"..."bY no P° 33 ; wledge tha t it might be conceivable for 
are orepared to a " n with tne facts sincerely to beli eve 
someone ac ? ual ""i v) that our case convicting Dignitatis 
(however mistaKeniy John _ paul IT) of containing heretical 
Humanae ^PPf 076 ?.., r t0 refutation, but we venture to sugqpgf 
propositions is op •■ ma j n tain tha t there is not even 'fig 

^^S^Vrk s e tobe^ns wered: 
an pearanc ° nf a case 

More on Re ligious Liberty 

Tf will already be aoparent from the comments made above 
that the subiect of religious liberty is one on which Davies 
is definitely not at his best. And it must now be added 
that while this would be serious enough had he only had 
occasion to touch on the tooic once and at no great length in 
his writings, it is made a very great deal worse by the fact 
that he has written so much about it - a circumstance partly 
brought about by Lefebvre's having made it the main plank of 
his case in his corresoondence with the "Sacred Congregation 
for the Doctrine of the Faith", thus causing Davies to devote 
a large part of volume 2 of his Apologia Pro Marcel Lefebvre 
to it. Fortunately we do not have to undertake the daunting 
task of analysing in depth all that Davies has written on the 
subiect, including the material in the Apologia / because he 
has published a small pamphlet entitled Archbishop Lefebvre 
and Religious Liberty (1980) in which his position is 
concisely set out; and it is to this pamphlet that we shall 
now turn our attention. 

On page 2 Davies is attempting to iustify the Church's 
doctrine according to which the ideal state is a Catholic 
state - that is, a state (a) the constitution of which 
exDlicitly recognizes the truth of the Catholic Church, (b) 
the laws of which are in accordance with the Catholic 
Church s teachings, (c) the state functions of which are 
marked by the solemnities of the Catholic Church, (d) the 
whV^ 1 eiucatl ° n supplied by which is Catholic, and (e) 
attPmnV* 1 ? n ° rmal , tlmes ' as a matter of Policy forbids all 
exoressLn . S F Pread °. r P ublici " false religions or the public 
Shile r U ?hlp..i nY Vlew "P° int h °stile to that of the Church, 
Church and state eXtlrpatin * the hidden enemies of both 

Hu m ana aV th e at 'reason TtJtT^ ° f Po P e Leo XI11 in Hbertaa 
•"^tionVi^ *tate "to adopt^rTTnT 

the various religions (a, V qod J e33ne39 " namely to treat 

joon the. pro.i.^r,l ( v a Vu al Y rTaht^^ a \ U f, a " d \° **?? 
then comments as follow*. "W" riqhts a "<3 Drivileges;" and he 
was the religion of ^ S ' a 3tate ir > which Catholicism 

inhabitants should be a rl e ^y erwhelrain< 3 maiority of the 
u « a catholic state." 

8tat t 8 ° Winth wh^ statement is that in 

overwhelming malority of t hl " l"-^ the religion of the 
jot apply and the state A n i\ abltants ' the3e rulea 3nould 
th^'V* U a n ^"«Vry cVron — be a Cath °^ c atate ' 
tha t there should be no Cat-h , i Y ° f Davle3 ' 9 assertion 
91 "ce there ig no couTtrv ^, ^ ln the world today ' 
nc 'Y today in which the overwhelming 



aiority of the inhabitants is Catholir u«. 

ffectivelv the case even if, f or ^ lc ' M ° r f eo Y er ' this i 3 

o acknowledqe as Catholir., * 1 i ..1 . ot the argument. 




overwhelming majority of the inhabitants' i s * ? < C 
I^andV." '""^ " ePenden ^ called the wailis and Tutuna 

shall all be pleased to acceot it. But what is Davies's 
authority? Uoon what does he base this assertion? Such a 
teaching is certainly not an imolication of the oassaqe which 
he quotes from Pope Leo XIII, notwithstanding the fact that 
his word "thus" directly implies this. Nor, in fact, is it 
an imolication of any other papal teaching that Davi'es will 
ever be able to find, since, far from being a correct 
statement of the position of the Catholic Church on this 
topic, it is a travesty of her teaching. The Church's 
teaching is that every state without exception has the 
absolute duty to be a Catholic state in the fullest sense of 
those words , regardless of the proportion of its citizens who 
are members of the Catholic Church. It is certainly more 
likely that this absolute moral duty will be complied with~~by 
a state in which the maiority of the citizens are Catholics, 
but the duty is not in the slightest diminished even in the 
case of a state which numbers not a single Catholic among its 
inhabitants . 

The reason for this is that for all moral purposes the 
state is nothing more than a collection of individuals actinq 
in concert and, as such, is bound by exactly the same moral 
rules as bind individuals . And, needless to say, one of the 
primary moral rules which binds every individual possessing 
the use of reason is the duty of joining the Catholic Church. 
This is clearly stated in Canon 1322 of the 1917 Code of 
Canon Law , which reads as follows: 

"The Church has independently of any civil power 
the right and the duty to teach all nations the 
evangelical doctrine; and all are bound by Divine law to 
learn this doctrine, and to embrace the true Church of 
God." 

And the doctrine that this principle applies iust as 
much to the state as to the individual is clearly taught by 
Cardinal Gasparri in the following passage from his catnoLic 
Catechism : 

"This distinction between the two societies does 
not mean that the state can, as though wholly separate 
from the Church, behave as though there were no God ^ and 
repudiate all responsibility for ™^o™*e Nor! 
something alien to itseU and of no ^ ^ n ;^ ose N ^ y 
out of the various forms of rel .igion. can it c oos any 
one it likes. *or the state nc > less than ^ 
citizens is bound to worship God a ccor<ung co 
of religion which He ^s Himself commanded 
truth of which He has established by proots 
certain and leave no room for doubt, that 
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• the only true Church of Christ. -133 (l932 
reli ? i0n o 109 footnote 162) 
edition, p.iu*» 

Th^ rh.irch and Pemocracy 

e miqrpor^sentation of Catholic doctrine 
Another serl0U n S py , oaqe " f the same oamohlet ( Archbisho D 
°^^3^^dlll^ Here Davies writes! 

-The Church is not oooosed to democracy in the 

Ih^ the oeode choose those who govern them by 

senS e that the oeoo^ ^ national su ffrage. The Church 

TsTot committed to any oarticular form of government." 




bv God, and, consequently, the Church shrinks from restrict- 
ing the liberty of her children in the form of government 
that they choose, iust as a parent will leave his or her 
children free in the choice of their soouses. But iust as 
the parent, while allowing this freedom, is nevertheless bv 
no means indifferent to the oartner which his or her children 
may choose, so the Church is by no means indifferent to the 
political system chosen by a nation by which to be governed. 
A mother will not tell her daughter, "You must marry this 
man" or "I forbid you absolutely to marry that man" (unless, 
in a particular case, it would be sinful to wed a given 
individual); but she will certainly say - or anyway certainly 
ought to say - that one partner would be a wise choice and 
another unwise. Likewise, the Church certainly makes it very 
clear that some forms of government are unwise while other 
forms of government - and one in oarticular - are wise. 

This is why Davies and the many writers who express the 
same sentiments are guilty of misrepresentation ; for they 
imply that the Church has no preference in the matter of 
government. Davies tells us that "the Church is not oDDOsed 
to democracy." This is not so. She is opoosed to democracy; 
but her opposition is not such that sTe forbids it absolute- 
human ?r! * I 3 ^ S ° deeDlY Cached to the principle that 
T" I ' Sh0Ul ? n0t be rest ricted by what) in the civil 

exceot whin "° mm0nTY termed "P^ernalistic legislation", 
that "the Church " trUlY necess ^Y. Davies also tells us 
government "ao- 18 ^ . C0BMBi "ed to any oarticular form of 
Although Vhe Chu^h 1 " US ° bvi ° US sense thi9 is not true ' 
oarticular "form o 1'! "^ comm itted absolutely to any 

she finds moraTl y %o le e ra b i e e Z ^ ° ne and onl Y f °™ which 
particular form I f!!! - she ls certainly committed to a 
that the re is one ^ wM^T', ^^^i^ : that ^ to say, in 
every way, cherish*? ^ * favours especially, fosters in 
herself - the system' 0?^" *"* U ' ° f C0ur3 «' governed by 
2 9 J 6m ° f IHP narchy,. The Church's position, in 

133* Cf " 

"!t is a sin for 3 ^^^ 011 ? 1 " 9 te ^^ of Pooe Leo XIII: 
°. r . out of many forms of r '°i - t0 < haVe a care for religion... 
chimes in with its fancv f 9 ° n t0 ***** that one which 
^rship God in the W L w h\ ch ° r H "I are b ° Und absolutely to 
( Immortal e n^ , l885) y wnicn H * has shown to be His Will." 
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ihort, is by no means the one of indiff*r an 
, a intains it is in Pope John 's Council «n Whlch °avies 

writes: "The Church ^T ^uaLLy prepar ed ?« 0a9e 278 where h <* 
or a government chosen by F r »e election acce Pt a monarchy 
democracies." And if any of our reader, 11 "V* 6 Weste ™ 
orotesting that we are me rely a33 | tinaVw" . thla Doint 
position is wrong and have made no " attemot to nr D * vle3 ' 3 
that therefore it is only our word aa>ln,?V P e lt ' and 
teaching of the Church on the matter' nSe alLut^U^" ?* 
them to be patient; for we shall soon be «™h ' WS beg 
authorities to show the Church's preference fnr?^ 1 " 9 amDle 
ical system of government. P^cerence for the monarch- 

On the subiect of democracy it is imnorhan*- „«- b ^ 
misled by the semantic confusion" which may ar U e from th^ 
fact that Catholic authorities often e s h 

"democracy" or "Christian democracy" i „ a sense ill 

different from the popular understanding of these terms Por 
instance, the Holy See has declared that its use of 'these 
terms does not refer to a political system at all, but to a 
philanthropic movement: 

"It would be a crime to distort this name of 
Christian democracy to politics, for although democracy 
implies popular government, yet in its Dresent applic- 
ation it is so employed that, removing from it all 
political significance, it is to mean nothing else than 
a benevolent and Christian movement on behalf of the 
people..." (Leo XIII: Graves de Communi ) 

Any Catholic discussion of democracy must make it clear 
that, although the Church does not condemn this form of 
government insofar as it means simply that the people choose 
their rulers, nevertheless (a) even in this restricted sense 
she considers it an inferior form of government attended by 
great dangers, and (b) in the extended sense of the term 
which is today almost universally used, democracy is far from 
compatible with Catholicism. 

That the Church condemns no form of government which is 
not intrinsically evil was specifically stated by Pope Leo 
XIII in his encyclical Immortale Dei when the pontiff was 
also at pains to clarify that limited popular involvement in 
the government is certainly not intrinsically evil: 

"This then is the teaching of the Catholic Church 
concerning the constitution and government of the State. 
No one of the several forms of government is in itself 
condemned, insofar as none of them contains anything 
contrary to Catholic doctrine, and all of them are 
capable, if wisely and -justly managed, of ensuring the 
welfare of the State. Neither is it blameworthy in 
itself, in any manner, for the people to have a share, 
greater or less, in the government." 

So democracy, when limited to a system JJ^reby the 
people share in the government - for instance by elec inq 
those who actually govern - is not intrinsicallY « evil or 
condemned by the Church. But is this what democracy means 
to the modern mind (which, after all, is the mind I which 
Michael Davies is addressing)? Is it not J J act ™ a 
democracy, as the term is commonly used to day, means a 
system of government according to which al I citij sens 
equal and elect their leaders on a principle of on man o 
vote" so that rulers are thought to receive the oower 



f rhe popular consent? And if this is what 
„orn bv virtue of the P°f today, as Davies says, 

C* has ^^ d r"i."y.t.- with indifference? 



^Teh^Chrrch r e,«a 



•.h{« last question, the first thing We 
in examining tnis teac hing of the Church as to the 

ouqht to take note ot l Here are two papal pronouncements 

equality of all citizens, 
on the subject: 

, forlu nntrue, and mere empty talk, to say 
th.t "aU cUUensVve ' equ'al right.." <Pius XI, DiviJ 
Rpdem ptoris ) 

"Christian democracy must preserve the diversity of 
classes "( Pope Leo XIII, reiterated by Pope St. Pi us X 
in wntrp Charge A postolique) 

Evidently the egalitarian aspect of modern democracy is 

Evidenciy indifference to the Church. What, then, of 

"tne ^uViVle o "one er m e a n n one vote"7 Those Catholics who 

consider such a system acceptable are recommended to -read 

with attention the following observation of Pope Pius XII: 

"The life of the nations is now disintegrating 
through a blind cult for the force of numbers. Every 
citizen is now a voter, but... as such, he is only a unit 
of a number making up the majority. His position, his 
place in the family or in the professions are not taken 
into account." (Allocution Tres Sensible of 6th April 
1951, the text of which appeared on pages 278ff of the 
Acta Apostolicae Sedis, Vol.43) 

So the Church considers that, where the people are 
involved in government by voting, at the very least it is 
necessary that the "cult of numbers" be avoided by grading 
the weight attached to an individual's vote according to his 
status. And in addition to the factors mentioned by the 
pope, there are of course others to be considered. In mid- 
nineteenth-century England fewer than one fifth of adult 
males had the right to vote, but some persons had two votes 
or more at the same time; indeed plurality of voting in 
Britain did not end until the abolition of the University 
Seats m 1948. Moreover, it goes without saying that in 
those countries where the government is elected by a national 
poll it is a gross perversion to extend the franchise to 
women, whose Divinely appointed competence does not extend in 
in!«i„ f S !u lnt .° the realm of government, and whose 

manor F^t- ther t ln ' "nenever and wherever it occurs, is a 
Cnurch ail' 1 " the d / structi °n of the family. Hence the 
es bZL ^ anting the vote to women. (See Dr. 
186 nd a s,rl h . 6 ?° man ^^ion", Catholic World , May 
in b; w son- e Sua'ter v C R 6 ^ the Same title which appeared 
vol '^-^Tn^^ 1873. Both appear in 

134* Tq g 

inconsistency in the 6 Chur a r d h e .c S the < 6 may a PP ear a certain 
the franchise and the f?. opposition to women's receiving 
to a number of the Cat-h i • women have at times succeeded 

regnant, sometimes wiVh monarchi es and reigned as queens 
successfully exercise Vk considerable skill. if women can 
??y be argued, surely it- !.. 8Up i r eine Poetical authority, it 
Divinely established orriT T be true that according to the 
Political compptPn^ society women are without any 

6; and 3urel y< if they are permitted to 



In the light of these facts is t h»r 
a single country left on earth which practiw^^ 7 enquire, 
a fashion which meets with the Church's approval? 6 " 100 ™ 07 " in 

The next "democratic" princinl* ^m „w 
the light of Church teaching is ?hat a ^ ^ mUSt 8Xamine in 
oopulace, by its vote, giv^s "ow* ^^ fader's "*! lch A the 
consequently withdraw that power at will) Leaders land can 

^stolig^ 3 9UbJ6Ct ' St - PlUS X — i« Sotr^h^ 

"...those who preside over the government of oublic 
af airs may indeed, in certain cases, be chosen by the 
will and judgement of the multitude... But while thU 
choice marks out the ruler, it does not delegate the 



wield such exalted power, they may iustly be permitted the 
much more limited right of participating in the election of 
their rulers in countries where rulers are elected by poll. 

This objection could only be partially answered by the 
fact that in the Christian monarchy most directly guided by 
the Church's wisdom, namely that of France, the Salic law 
(the code of law which governed the French monarchy in 
Merovingian times and was resurrected in the Middle Ages) 
excluded women from dynastic succession; for the fact still 
remains that this prescription of the Salic law did not apply 
to the majority of Christian monarchies (indeed, according to 
Hilaire Belloc in Wolsey , note G, it applied only to France), 
and if the exercise of political power by women is unacceot- 
able the Church could not have failed to correct the abuse 
that would have existed in all the other Christian monarchies 
to which women, in the absence of a direct male heir, might 
succeed. 

Even if no satisfactory solution presented itself to us, 
we must stress that the mere fact that the Church did 
countenance queens regnant while at the same time resolutelv 
opposing the extension of the franchise to women is enough to 
show that there must be a distinction which will allow the 
reconciliation of this apparent paradox. Nor, in the event, 
is it necessary to look far for such a distinction, for the 
primary one is obvious. Because women, by their nature, lack 
political competence and because their normal state is, by 
Divine decree, one of subjection to men, it is undesirable 
for them to wield political power but may be tolerated to 
avoid worse evils. Thus in all the Catholic monarchies a 
direct male heir succeeded to the throne if one was avail- 
able, even if he had an older sister who would therefore have 
succeeded if she had been a male. But in all Catnoiic 
countries (as far as we are aware) other than France, account 
was taken of the fact that, in the absence of a direct male 




*-»•«». tiio'je couiiucsi »»*»-•• _^j v,„ a woman. 

operated on the principle that to be governed b ^^n 
even though as such an evil, was very much a i« s "J e rige to , 
that which the alternative might be expec ed to gi ve ^ 

especially when it is also borne in mind that oniy 



» l.y ....... -. ._ 

it occur that no male heir was available. 



power; it designates 
with it " 



176 
the person who will be invested 



• crucial, because, given that the right of 
This point is cr the D eople but from God, as the 

governing comes not j: ^ imoossib i e for any expression of 

Church teaches, it l H ^ Divine authority once it has 
the popular will to dance with the constitution of the 

been given, exce ^ n . wher eas if, in the words of the Masonic- 
country in ^ es "°i' n Declaration of Independence, "govern- 
ally-inspire* Amer ^ deriving their iugt powers 

ments are institute ^ governed," the qoverned evidently 
from the conse " c . n _ e their government, in whole or in part, 
relM -f, e ! frulv diabolical recioe for continual revolution, 
St^ll condemned by the Church. 

„ ji.ce hn sav. what is taught by modern democrats, in 
- I and in theo y? is the very oooosite of St. Pius X's 
r^Ane no is thTs the least of all their errors. Ml 
insist tVati a democracy the people be fundamentally self- 
governing and sovereign. Thus to the modern democrat the 
concentration of the power of government in the hands of 
elected individuals is a regrettable concession to pract- 
icality but must not obscure the fact that it is the people 
who govern themselves and that those whom they elect are no 
more than representatives of the popular will. 

Again, in his pe rso icac ious denunciation of the 
democratic "Sillon", Notre Charge Aoostolique , St. Pius X 
makes clear the gulf between the modern view and what the 
Church can acceot. 

"...if the oeoole retain the power, what becomes 
of authority? A shadow, a myth; there is no more law 
properly so-called - no more obedience." 

"Our predecessor stigmatized a certain democracy 
which goes to such lengths in its wickedness as to give 
sovereignty to the people..." 

Likewise Pope Leo XIII taught in Immortale Dei that 
"every civilised community must have a ruling authority." It 
is contradictory that this authority be identical to those 
subject to its authority. 

Another feature of democracy as understood today is that 

ihpT^n ? CraCy ." lt is ass "ted - it is the sanction of 

entatives) wh.Vh \ f ex P res3ed ^^ugh their elected repres- 

ot 9 - lVeS Uws their force - *n contradiction, 

however, to this view, Pope Leo XIII insists that: 

laws aim P° Utical affai " and in all matters civil, the 
accord ng to Z^Vf C ° mmon 9 ood ' and are not framed 

surprise; f^r ^f^^L" 6 should b « condemned is no cause for 
the people to 'which Vh^ w" Ce conc eded that no law can bind 
one more steo is e S , ave not «Jiven their consent, only 
over Divine as well !c 1° make the Poplar will sovereign 
whatever the oeoole ( i e A" law ' b Y Declaiming that 
tioned cannot be condemn*/ w ^ a "i°f t^Y thereof) has sane- 

standard, condemned by comparison with any objective 



i n 

And is it not this very princiolp U hi^ 
distinguishing mark of electoral dABocVacV , C q 0nstltu ^ 8 the 
Europe, the U.S.A. and elsewhere - "the ah,m ► practl3ed in 
f the majority of the populace expressing itJ !ifi 0V ? relgnty 
It is indeed; and where this tenet is not .In 1 , 11 ^ P oll? 
considered that true democracy does not exist. 9 ' U is 

It was because of this doctrine for („„., 
British Prime Minister, Mrs. Thatche'r a 9 "ti ?" ^ 

the 1982 victory in the Falklands Wa as "a vi etftr l f e 
democracy". Evidently she did not mean by those word3 y th^ 
th e (non-existent) rights of the inhabitants of the Falkland 
islands to vote in British parliamentary elections had 
vindicated. She meant that a blow had been struck towards 

th f u e9 } r A Ct iS n °/ a r l 9ime n0t elected bv a national poll 
and headed, therefore, by a president answerable not to an 
abstraction ( the majority of the populace") but to individ- 
uals (the other members of the "junta"); in blunt reality the 
problem was that the president in question*135 had not yet 
capitulated to the unrestrained immorality of the rabble by 
authorising the wholesale slaughter of unborn children in the 
name of popular sovereignty .*' 36 Mrg> Thatcher was hailing 
the downfall of a regime which had not yet surrendered uncon- 
ditionally to the infallibility and divinity of 51% of its 
subjects. 

This species of democracy, which "disregards any 
criterion other than the popular will expressed at the polls 
and in parliamentary majorities," is, as the Rev. Dr. Don 

135* we are not, of course, suggesting that the leaders 
of the Argentinean 'junta 1 were not just as firmly under the 
control of the forces of subversion as other Western 
politicians, for they certainly were. The difference is that 
those who truly exercise political control today have chosen 
to allow some countries to remain in some external ways out 
of time with the modern tendency towards the Masonic tyranny 
of a one world state. Leaders of "progressive" countries 
delight in sneering at their "reactionary" counterparts, but 
the hostility is, of course, as contrived as that which is 
found in a Punch and Judy show where the same individual 
pulls the strings of both puppets. One major reason for 
which the 1982 Falklands war was contrived was undoubtedly 
that the forces which manipulate international politics had 
determined that a change of regime was "necessary" in 
Argentina to aggravate its economic problems, facilitate the 
legalisation of various immoral practices, and bring about 
social instability. This objective was triumphantly achieved. 

136* T he legalisation of abortion throughout the 
Western world, beginning with the British 1967 Abortion Act 
which set the ball rolling, is sufficient evidence ,, i .our 
view, that the expression of the popular will in a nation wide 
poll is now taken as sovereign even over the Divine and 
natural law. That being the case, we do not see how it is 
possible for anyone morally to cast a vote in .yW 
election without implicitly consenting to ^/Lrty opposed 
system. Even if one votes for an individual or P ar ^ ^ 
to abortion or some other great evil, one ^Ve.s a higher 
to be part of a system which treats the people as .^ 9 f ^ 
authority than their Creator, and that sy_ 3 - ties perp et- 
greater evil than any of the individual i n^tie 
rated in its name, being the cause of all of tnem 



"in the order 



of 



FPlix Sarda y ^vany P - n , ne orier of facts... an 

Ideas... a" abso 1 u t e e rro^ , q mg gst un Peche § 18Q6> ^n 
absolute disorder ^— ^^.g Libe raiigm£ . ppT19 and 27.) 

and 11; English edition, 

• „ ► hat- we have accurately described modern 

We thl 1 winits radical incompatibility with Catholic 
democracy and snown ^ ^ fco gnow> as pr0 mised, that 

principles. it re fuU accord with Catholic princioles 

democracy, even wnen . g nonetheless attended by dangers 

(as it never is y ' inferior form of government to 

intrinsic to it ana 
monarchy. 

The orincipal dangers of democracy - allowing the masses 
to take part in government - are two. 

The first is simply that the masses are the least 
equipped to make serious judgements on matters calling for 
knowledge, thoughtfulness , and other qualities by no means 
universally possessed. Pope Pius XII highlights this danger 
when he informs us that: 

"He who would have the star of peace to shine 
permanently over society, must... set his face. . .against 
their [the people's] excessive reliance upon instinct 
and emotion, and against their fickleness of mood." 
(1942, Christmas Message) 

The second danger, which is derived from the first, is 
that demagogic manipulation (now a highly developed science) 
can easily bring the masses to assent to any proposition 
presented to them by the media, etc., in an attractive way. 
Hence, in his Christmas Message for 1944, Pope Pius XII 
points out that: 

"The masses... can be used by the state to impose 
its whims on the better part of the real people." 

Indeed it is impossible for a Catholic to deny this, 
given the clear testimony of Holy Scripture according to 
which, as the great Cardinal Pie notes,* 1 37 the first attempt 
at universal suffrage after the Incarnation resulted in the 
release of Barabbas and the condemnation of Christ. 

Am,in« f t0 n WhiCh » l . a the ^ form of government, St. Thomas 
Aquinas follows Aristotle in teaching that: 

kinaHnr 1 !^ 6 ^ f0rm of government is in a state or 
k ngdom whereir j ojje is given the power to preside over 
powers - (Vumlnl J 11 ™ are othe rs having governing 

exponentYf poliUca^^h ° r ° bably the best known Catholic 
St. Robert BellirminJ 1 IS anotne r Doctor of the Church, 
democrat. However ?h e° , ls ° ften haHe* ** an early 
statement of st RobPrV- tollowin 9 is a straightforward 
James Broderick s'.j. : S Dosltion by his biographer Fr. 

legitimate°fo r rm C of h a e ou C ° nSidered t0 be a perfectly 
t^t it was the Llv o r T nt ' but he resolutely denied 
nL V or best form. Like his masters, 
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and Democracy , page 23. 



the scholastics, he is a conuin^ 

oat of his way to UstiV^r^T^ iHt ' and ^ 
regime. His first argument is based on IV ™° narchlcal 
all ancient writers, Hebrew Groek 5 a< Keement of 
among them he quotes Philo, Hom«r nf™* 1 ?* 10, Prom 
isocrates, Aristotle, Pluta^h. V-nic! St ?" V- Plat0 ' 
Cyprian, St. Jerome and St. Thoma Then" h f"' St * 
the Scriptures and makes caoital out of fh/ f l" t0 
God had not created several 'heads 1 f Jl 3Ct that 
human race, but only one Th v ! ."^V 9 ° f the 
nature points in the s'ame dlrectiV.'K S^*" * °* 

B, God has implanted a natural tendency to th* 
monarchical form of government not on^ in the 
hearts of men but in practically all things. in 
every family the government of mother, sons 
servants and everything else, belongs naturally to 
the father of the family... Even living things, 
which are devoid of reason, seem to desire and 
strive after the rule of one. 'One queen to the 
bees, one leader to the flock, one ruler to the 
herd,' says St. Cyprian, and St. Jerome adds that 
cranes fly wedge-wise after one leader.' 

"The history of the Chosen Race provides another 
argument: for their government, constituted by God 
Himself, was always monarchical whether the supreme head 
was called a patriarch, a iudge, or a king. Finally, 
reason showed the plain advantages of monarchy." ( The 
Life and Work of Blessed Robert Cardinal Bellarmine 
S.J. : vol.1, p. 230) 

And yet, desDite the fact that the Church has indicated 
her full approval of what St. Robert Bellarmine says by 
giving him the exalted status of Doctor of the Church, she 
has not been able to say that it is the duty of a society to 
prescribe for itself a monarchical form of government and to 
refrain from prescribing for herself a democratic one. How 
are St. Robert 8ellarmine's approved teaching and this last- 
mentioned fact to be reconciled? 

The answer is that the Church cannot say what is untrue, 
not even for a good end; and she knows that it is untrue that 
government according to the rules of God - that is, govern- 
ment dedicated to the promotion of the true interests and 
true liberty of the individual and the family unit - is 
impossible under the democratic system. Not only in theory, 
but, however rarely, in oractice too, it is possible. For 
instance, the democratic system of government of £y th 
century B.C. Athens, although, being pagan, far from oertect, 
could certainly have been satisfactorily "Christianized 
without difficulty; and a modern historical example of 
democracy working, though only for a short P e . r }°°' \ s 
furnished by Ecuador, under the presidency of Gabriel Garcia 
Moreno, in the second half of the nineteenth century. 

Moreover, Pope Leo XIII, when dressing the intrinsic 
acceptability of the democratic form of 9°^™*^ J°tne 
not even hive wanted to bring into the discuss ^ the 
question of whether other forms of 9 ov 5 rnm «f ""^"Ve the 
to that of democracy, because unde res t i-.t ion of 



u au n which threatened was the overturning 
government and the e vl i and itg reD lacement with monarch- 
It democratic 9 ove . r ^ e " „', . «f revolution . And revolution, 
ical government, j^, it { mat e, non-tyrannical government, 
rebellion against a le^ ^^ ^ tnat gove rnment may be, i s 
however undesiraoie - genuinely is something which i s 
never permissible. 
rnTFTnsically evil. 

.u- e hackaround is in place, the reconciliation 
0nce w t V.-rSina of Pooe Leo XIII and that of St. Robert 
between the teacniy ^ having said that democratic govern- 
Bellarmine is easy. one hag said a vefy u 

ment l ? Jh°at can be s?i in favour of it. We are still left 
D art of what can oe ^^ mani f es t a t i ons oe it are 

with the faccs and (b) all introductions of it over the 
^ri'w centuries have been Satanic in inspiration and 
origin Never during our era has the purpose of replacing 
JraditionamSHarchical government, whether with a "constit- 
uttona " monarchy, or a republic, or a democracy been for 
paroose of increasing the liberties and rights in the 
country concerned of the Catholic Church or of the family or 
the individual; and never , other than for the very briefest 
of spells, has anything but the opposite happened in pract- 
ice.* 138 

138* Not even the emancipation of Catholics in nine- 
teenth century England provides an exception to this 
generalization; for thi9 was not a gratuitous act, but was 
granted only subject to the conditions which the enemies of 
the Church wanted and which they well knew would ultimately 
do the Church more harm than good - as indeed many Catholics 
at the time realized, and pointed out vociferously. The 
reason that the enemies of the Church wanted emancipation in 
England was so that they could impose on her in England also 
some equivalent of Gallicanism, Josephism, Americanism or, to 
use the non-local and most appropriate term for this 
particular and (in the long term though not always visibly in 
the short term) very deadly form of attack on the Church, 
Caesarism; that is, put her most important areas of influence 
- such as education, the most crucial one of all - under the 
control of the civ il government . And effective Caesarism, 
further and further tightened up by subsequent legislation, 
!?! ^ exa !u Y What was achiev ed by Catholic emancipation in 

" n century England. Nor, incidentally, should it be 
Ca^rL i em ° Cracy is in an Y sense immune to the vice of 

anv firm nf 1S impUed by Ca esarism is oossible under 

luarlv in U-° Vernment ' as Cardinal Manning shows very 
2&£^ PaSSage from his Caesarism and 

"The 




sacred and thP prof*" 9 ' the iu9t and the unjust, the 

human nature, and h "* haS n ° Statute-book but 

n e 13 the sole and supreme inter- 



No sane person can regard it ag d M ir a M« uv 
be governed by men for the most oaH a uit % f * C ° UntrY 
government exceedingly Drone to m a ni pula? on "clnr — f ° r 
never vindicated in historical exoer ime^t ' / ? ° U< * ' 

decisions no recourse is possible; but that in u ° m who3e 
ig democracy Certainly it is false as W^ "?«' 
represent the Church as having no preference for thTi 
of government by which she is herself governed Still -"" 
is it to suggest that modern democracy! as practised i 111* 
-civilised" world today, could be reqard-d bv ?hl rt \ the 
anything but a diabolical tyranny i^VonfUc? wUh^Sr" 
and Divine law. But to have made such a travesty of Cat-hniti 
belief is by no means the full extent of OaviL's crimes 
Far from it. Not content with misrepresenting the Church's 
political teaching and treating a diabolically inspired 
system of government as equal in dignity with the Divinely 
ordained system of monarchy, Davies is not even above 
manifesting an idolatrous devotion to the abomination of 
modern democracy. 

On 15th October 1984 in his Letter from London column in 
The Remnant , he went so far as to speak of "the Communist 
subverters of democracy". What he was seeking to convey was 
the fact that Communism was something unmistakably evil, and 
out of all the objections to the system he could have used 
for this purpose, what he selected was the fact that 
Communism does not operate by a system of unhesitating 
acceptance of the manipulated will of 51% of the population 
and is dedicated to the violent overthrow of such a system 
- a policy which is certainly immoral but no more immoral 
than is the "democratic" system of government itself as 
operated today. He does not brand the Communists as 
partisans of a system condemned by the Church as "intrinsic- 
ally evil",* 1 ^y or as subverters of the Church, or as 
subverters of the Divinely ordained institution of private 
property, or as members of an institution which has murdered 
one hundred million people in the twentieth century. No; not 
content with such harmless jibes (as they presumably apoear 
to him), to ensure that he strikes the foes as hard as he 
can Davies rebukes them for being undemocratic . 

If we are mistaken in taking him for a devotee of 
democracy, proud of those same national institutions which 
fill us, and, we hooe, all faithful Catholics, with sickened 
revulsion, then we apologize in advance, but we do not think 
that on the evidence presented in his writings we are doing 
him any kind of injustice by our assumption. 

Perhaps indeed we have not yet penetrated the extent to 



preter and expositor of that natural law. The refore 
law, morals, politics and religion all come from him, 
and all depend upon him. The Sovereign Prince or State 
legislates, judges, executes by its own « ll f l *fo * a ^ e 
This sovereign power creates everything; it J^ ™.^* 
political constitution; it delegates ^ rlsdlct l °*£ 
revocable at its word; it suspends o "easures out 
personal liberty; it controls domestic me 
the children as its own; it ^t** device " 
and after models and theories of its own device. 

139 * Pope Pius XI: P<" ini Rpdemotoris. 



, lloed by the cant of I iberal ism, * Mo 
which Davies has been du^ Remnant 3l st May 1986) Oav ies 

for in another L * tc * r tholic can in no way condone the system 
assures as tha^a 
of apartheid. 




• *• -' fhat this is his Dosition too and one which he 
in ^ cat ! man datory for Catholics, so some refutation is 
el UeTfor '"suffice it, then, to observe that what can in no 
be condoned by Catholics can, of course, be in no way 
condoned by Almighty God either, whereas the truth is that it 
is an , objective historical fact that the designs of Divine 
Providence brought about geographical separation of the races 
- which is the exact definition of the word apartheid" - in 
the dispersion of mankind throughout the world after the 
Flood, in particular after the frustration of the diabolical 
attempt to build the Tower of Babel. Thus Almighty God 

instituted a scheme for the welfare of the human race founded 
upon ruthless apartheid, each race having its own territory, 
the area in question being appropriate to its character- 
istics. Now we do not suggest that it follows from this that 

140* we should make it clear that we are not referring 
here to theological liberalism (which consists primarily in 
the attempt to retain the edifice of religion while detaching 
it from its foundation of revealed dogma) or to philosophical 
liberalism (which consists primarily in the attempt to 
penetrate metaphysical reality from premises which have never 
been proved but are accepted because they are popular 
prejudices or emotionally appealing). What we are referring 
to is the liberal spirit which is manifested in every species 
of liberalism and holds sway whenever reason and truth are 
allowed to yield to any other consideration whatsoever - that 
is, almost everywhere; the liberalism in other words, which 
;!t n r . ains . ^ " aU men are equal," that "one mustn't be 
nnni«h me \ - * ch ^ren should be corrected by 'love' not 
as Go.npi k and , SlmUar manife st absurdities currently held 
soirit f, pi" l K ar9e e part ° f the unthinking populace. This 
media \JllJ^* 0<5tered *Y the diabolically controlled 
media, and there are few who are not to some extent infected 

inconsistency oTthp^v that ° avies went on to criticize the 
^ e ....! ce .1 c Y ° f the knee-jerk liberals" in their hostility 




South Afri can bishops of J? ^ the "Catholic" press that the 
apartheid as "intrinsic* n „ ?? ciliar Church have condemned 
Church has app i ied "V * U J J7* 1 " terms which the Catholic 
though they might also lo 5!° al sy3tem except Communism, 
Anarchism. 30 le< mimately be used to describe 
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the mixing and interbreeding of the r»™ • 
light of the fact that such mixing and u^k" 1 ^ 1 ; ln the 
practised on a wide scale without conW^n f"?" bee " 
and at times even with considerable^ 1 by the Chur <* 
certainly cannot be sustained. But t-h- , t t ooir uon 

that aDartheid is intrinsically - V n nr ^°l^ opinion - 
it is sinful for the races not to" mix' and h^k" !! 0rd9 that 
only erroneous but a blasoheTous assauli- 1 !u eed " is not 
the system chosen by Divine Wisdom itself °ropriety of 

And by affirming that "a Catholic can in «~ 
the system of apartheid," what else can Sailed »« V „ C ° nd ° ne 
that it is intrinsically evil? CertainiJh " exce P t 

that its intrinsic lawfulness has be'eT changed b7a°specUl 
Divine revelation, as took olace when the oniJJ,, ;* U 
patriarchs was forbidden in the ChrlVtl.r'.r.'^oTno ^.^ 
does Divine Revelation as authoritatively interoreted an* 
promulgated by the Church even hint that the natora just 
of racial segregation has ceased to obtain by virtue of a 
special manifestation of the Divine Will to the contrary At 
least, if Divine Revelation does contain such a provision it 
has been overlooked by every dogmatic theologian we have 
read, and the onus is on Mr. Davies to show that his 
unsupported opinion is correct rather than to "declare it as 
though it were beyond dispute. 

Of course what he certainly would be able to show is 
that the Church: 

(a) discountenances any policy of racial segreg- 
ation which results in injustice to any of the parties 
involved, and 

(b) when there is no compelling reason against it, 
prefers the races to be permitted to mingle freely. 

But these facts leave his assertion still quite naked of 
justification; for injustice is not intrinsic to apartheid 
and it is easy to conceive of circumstances which might make 
enforced apartheid, although "per se" undesirable, the only 
sensible option. Just as other natural rights such as 
freedom of movement or of speech are justly restrained when 
the common good would he endangered by them, as in time of 
war, so the right of one race to mingle with another might 
legitimately be restrained for similar reasons. Thus a 
Catholic monarch desoatching a pioneering colony to an 
uncivilised land might reasonably insist that the races dwell 
seDarately to avoid the evils of concubinage and slavery 
which might otherwise ensue. A deeply-rooted hatred between 
two neighbouring tribes would similarly provide ample 
justification for a segregation law: apartheid. And indeed 
it is by no means aoparent to us that there is anything 
intrinsically sinful in a wealthier race insisting on 
apartheid to avoid the dissipation of its goods among poorer 
races inhabiting the same locality. Certainly a Catholic 
would not commend such a scheme based on such a motive, out 
to say that he could not condone it is clearly excessive. 

In short, Mr. Davies is guilty of condemning a system 
which is undesirable, but lawful, in terms Proper ° nl V « 
something quite unlawful and unjusti f iable in *"* £ e rc ^ d 
stances, such as attendance at the Novas J» and 

similar crimes, in discussing which his language is, oy 
contrast, quite inappropriately temperate. 
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rnjjjjjnr Tihertv Aqain 

M th e oamphlet Archbishop Lefebvre ^ 
Returning to c ^^^ mQve on to page 5, where oHc7 

nrJJjl^V^ , £' error. This time Davies writes: 
5aTn«etind a ci.« 

„ m e „m no the consensus of papal teaching is that 
r , u t U has the right but not the obligation to 
resect the public expression of heresy." 

Although the state has the right to 



again 



rrors (Proposition 7b) conaemn* *...« -»™~~» * v. wa S 

II ^J«rVhilv dpf rmined that in certain regions known to 

^■JKholW were * ntitled each t0 the ? ubUc 

exercUeo'f their own religion?" If .the state has no 
obliqation to restrict the public expression of heresy, how 
rill th at Pope Pius IX has commanded all Catholics to reject 
the view that a particular state acted correctly in failing 
to restrict the public expression of heresy within its 
confines? 



Indeed, 




the catholic religion..." Thus, the Dope on the one hand 
teaches that there is an obligation to punish the violators 
of the Catholic religion (all interpreters are agreed that 
this refers not only to the violent enemies of the Church, 
but also to those who attempt by the spoken or written word 
to subvert Catholics), while Davies on the other hand assures 
us that no such obligation exists. The truth is that the 
state does have an obligation , "per se", to restrict the 
public expression of heresy but this obligation sometimes 
ceases to bind when complying with it would be liable to 
bring about worse evils, or because a greater good can be 
achieved by tolerating the public expression of heresy in 
particular circumstances as a temporary measure. Davies' s 
!!?fl ? C i e C ° U n h - aVe been correc ted by the insertion of the 
IC? u,". the Catholic state has the right but not 
a^s the _ obligation to restrict the public expression of 

difference - as SJZ*'}* 1 Sh0rt W ° rd ' but it: raakes a great 
and where dnn- ' - f ° r lnstance the short word "not" - 

which never thPioV 1 ", 6 1S . at Stake ' apparently small details 
case r "saU in ?'. ^ aS c ticaUy alter meanings - and in his 

allowed to go" byTf au^f^ 10 " ° f d ° Ctrine ' Cann0t be 
anything else L„ i ult| ^ or t0 doctrine, more than to 
that delpiseth small* *m W ° rd3 ° f ^clesiasticus 19:1 - "He 
P h Smal1 thln 9 s -hall fan uttle by little." 

Michael DavieV^oolirc ° r ° ne who cla ^s to be a Catholic, 
towards opinions that ha./ 6 ^ Ug9eSt ' to have an attitude 
can fairly be deseM^ ed P3Dal condemnation, which 

remarkably generous and w elc o^ remarkabl y tolerant - no, 



CHAPTER SIX 

A MISCELLANEOUS COLLECTION OF MICHAPt muiDo,, 
Mi lHAEL DAVIRS' S HERESTRQ 

"Doctrine to a fool is as fetterq ™ m c 
and like manacles on t h I r \« I . u* eet ' 
(Ecclesiasticus 21:22) nght hand." 

We have endeavoured as far as possible in »-h<o r> 
to divide the objectionable features "f Dav es«" wrTTTn^ 
into orderly categories and to consider pLh " r ; tlnq9 
separately. There were, however, a la g n m f a ! 9 ° ry 
against the Catholic Faith, somet i^^eTlLe^iV^l 
qualification "heretical" in the strict sense, which did not 
fit readily into any of the obvious specific categories which 
comprise the subjects of the other chapters of this Dossier 
and we therefore decided to amass them all in a singl e 
chapter. Here we propose to analyse these errors more or 
less at random and without involving ourselves in the more 
detailed kind of treatment which the collective examination 
of many inter-related errors, such as we undertake elsewhere 
inevitably call9 for. ' 

In one respect the value of this chapter will be less 
than that of the other chapters, in that it will not present 
the correct doctrines in any more than the minimum extent 
necessary to refute Davies's errors. But in another respect 
it will certainly be considerable, and possibly just as 
great; inasmuch as, by exposing Davies's unreliability - to 
use no stronger word - on a wide range of topics, it will 
serve to demonstrate that on no topic whatsoever can Davies 
be trusted. 

Although many of the examples we shall shortly be 
adducing sufficiently speak for themselves in denouncing 
their author, and are beyond all justification or palliation, 
in some few cases the reader may be tempted to excuse Davies 
on the grounds that the fault was evidently one of poor 
expression rather than deliberate doctrinal falsification or 
unconcern for orthodoxy. It is therefore necessary to begin 
by emphasizing that this excuse is no excuse at all, for 
everyone has the duty to express himself with precision in 
order to communicate effectively and avoid misunderstanding. 
And this duty is much greater in those who are committing 
their words to paper and having them published, since any 
error or confusion for which they are responsible will be 
multiplied many times over, in proportion to how widely their 
work is circulated, and will usually be almost impossible to 
retract effectively. 

But if this duty of exactitude is a great one for all 
writers, all the more heavily, only too evidently, must it 
weigh upon the consciences of those who choose to write 
polemical works relating to Catholic theology, for the sacred 
subject of such writings means that any error J^*/^ '" 
them can have incalculably disastrous consequences jorsouls. 
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<*\ Thev must write only on subjects where it ig 
im poriant that the truth be made known. 




Alas, by his failure to adhere to these obviously 
necessary safeguards, indeed his flagrant unconcern for any_ 
of them, Davies has fallen, as was inevitable, into countless 
errors, some of which strike at the very roots of Catholic 
doctrine. Of these errors, some, doubtless, arise from 
carelessness and inadvertence; some, quite evidently, from 
plain ignorance and lack of due study; some from a misplaced 
reliance on other Catholic writers with undeserved reput- 
ations; and some, very regrettably but demonstrably neverthe- 
less, from a conscious, or at least half-conscious and 
certainly blameworthy, twisting of facts, suppression of 
truth and misrepresentation of the Church herself. What the 
cause of each particular error is, there is in fact no 
purpose in spending any time trying to identify, because, 
tragically, the effect of an error remains the same whatever 
the cause; and anyhow, even if all of the errors had been 
made in good faith, they would constitute a scarcely less 
formidable indictment of their author than if they had been 
perpetrated as a result of demonstrable malice, for such 
ignorance, carelessness, etc., in one who takes upon himself 
crL^H4 me r t spo u nsibilit y of writing Catholic polemics is so 
crass as to be morally equivalent to malice itself. But 
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1 44 * 

exceedingly grave a b u ? e wh° n K C K 0mmitS a sin which ls in itSelf 
he does V, tteL^t?^***™ n <* realise to be so when 
kind of ignorance nn^L^ of the sln «iH depend upon the 
not PossiMy have w" WMch he U labouring. If he could 
ignorance is termed -i™*" \^\ hU action waa wron 9' hi ! 
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187 




The "Catholi c Duty" to "Oppose Paoal Teaching"! 

On page 417 of volume 1 of Apologia Pro Marc*! Lefebvre 
Davies writes that "a Catholic has the right and sometimes 
the duty to oppose papal teaching or legislation which is 
manifestly unjust, contrary to the Faith, or harmful to the 
Church." 

In chapter 7, which concerns Davies's contempt cor the 
law, we shall show that the assertion that a pope can oass 
legislation (as opposed to private commands) which is 
contrary to the Faith or harmful to the Church is emphatic- 
ally denied by all Catholic theologians who treat of the 
subject, their unanimous teaching being that in promulgating 
laws the pope is orotected from offending against Faith or 
the good of the Church. Now admittedly that particular error 
might be excusable in, say, a schoolboy whose religious 

circumstances but was gravely negligent in these efforts, his 
ignorance is termed "grave" and the sin will be imputed as 
mortal, though by no means as grave a mortal sin as if it had 
been done in full consciousness of its unlawfulness. Next, 
if his only efforts to find out the necessary facts were so 
pathetic and negligent - in the light of the evident gravity 
of the question - that they could not have been expected to 
be sufficient, his ignorance will be called "crass" or 
"supine": in this case the ignorance will scarcely palliate 
the intrinsic gravity of the crime at all, and the sin will 
be imputed almost as if it had been done in full conscious- 
ness. Indeed, if the ignorance were sufficiently crass, its 
palliation of the crime would be negligible; and it is 
precisely into this category that many of Davies's doctrinal 
outranks indubitably fall. Finally, for the sake ot 
completeness, we should mention the one remaining species ot 
ignorance, namely "affected" ignorance which is verified when 
a person deliberately avoids any effort whatsoever to find 
out whether his intended action is lawful or not lest oy 




he had 

SinfU Th e esV species of ignorance are considered by canonists 
in their treatments of Canon 229, by -oralist. in the 
considerations of human acts (cf. Joldin S<*» IC ' j^ 

Theoloqjae Moralis , vol.1, n.49), and by St. Thomas 

Theoloqjae I-II, Q.76. 



. ovt-end beyond the last question of the 
education did " ot « X J£ - thank God - would not be flooding 
Pennx_Ca^ectusm, *"* x works purporting to defend the 

the world with poLe ^ rely the sugge stion that a Catholic 
Catholic religion; ° ^ tQ oppose papal teaching and that 
can sometimes nave z ^ OCC asion, to be "contrary to the 

such teaching is iL izea as an undisguised heresy even by 

Faith", wo " ld .°5 Scarcely passed the age of reason if they 
children who had scar Y.^ Qf Catholic instruction. what 
had received the dj ar ^^ amQng fche doctrines of thg 

iS m ° h r %h-n that the teaching of the pope is orotected from 
Church than that the ^ Catholicg tne words „ papal 

err0 hin fl Y - can mean nothing except doctrinal instruction given 
tea J L n exercise of his office, for they certainly 
V not P e«br.c- private commands, legislation or the expres* 
on Jen on" theological matters, of the oersonal opinionr 
:°'p And doctrinal instruction publicly given by th 
nope in the exercise of his office is exactly what ever 
pope in *. m ;„; ma ii v instructed, knows i-n k, 
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ooDe in the exercise ot nis orti^e x 3 <=*°^( w.iau ever 
catholic, even the most minimally instructed, knows to b 
immune from error. Moreover we need scarcely remind our 
readers that what even the most minimally instructed Catholic 
knows, in turn, about inerrant Catholic doctrine is that 
anyone who "opposes" it or claims that it is "contrary to the 
Faith", far from being recognized as an orthodox Catholic 
fulfilling an acknowledged "Catholic duty% can and must at 
once be recognized as an out-and-out heretic.* 145 

Of course, it is true that not all of the teaching of a 
pope is uttered in the exercise of the Extraordinary 
Magisterium, but the fact remains, as we have seen earlier, 
that the papal Ordinary Magisterium is also protected from 
error . The pope, when instructing the members of the Church 
as to what they should believe on points of Catholic 
doctrine, is never permitted by the Holy Ghost to lead them 
astray. In case any of our readers have been so infected by 
Davies's pernicious influence as to doubt this, here, once 
again, is what Pope Pius XII wrote on the subject in his 
encyclical Humani Generis : 

"Nor must it be thought that what is expounded in 
encyclical Letters does not of itself demand consent, 
on the grounds that, in writing such Letters, the Dopes 
do not exercise the supreme power of their Teaching 
Authority. For these matters are taught with the 
ordinary teaching authority, of which it is true to siyT 
he who ne aretn vou f heareth Me~ 

Church" Thlni^ 1 " 81 ,? StUdY Th e Ordinary Magisterium of the 
erred seveidL times, Dom Paul Nau writes: 

judged l^jr? M «9i*ter ium, like the solemn 
forward Th Prf Y demands belief in the doctrine out 
error 'if t h i « * hey both cor » v eY assurance against 

would'b* bound I 1°,? ? lnt y were la <*ing, in effect no one 
- bound to gi V o it his loyal assent, that is to 
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,.,. h to aahere to it on tne au t hor it y of the % ^ 




Ward 



a point of view of 

"Whatever opinion on* ma „ i """ ieve rence: 

libility of the poJe it "s iust'as d? °" the Ufal - 
proclaim publicly tha't he c.n'Srwrong? W" P \ c n tful t0 
children: 'Your D arent 3 may be lying To you.'" ° " y t0 

The same doctrine again is taught bv Or v r 
(Dublin Review, October 1878) in the following terms: 

„w n" AU » ath ° l A CS are oE one accord in believing that 
the Roman Pontiff should be listened to with obedience 
when, alone or with his particular council, he se^Ues 
anything in doubtful matters, no matter whether, in the 
case, it is or is not possible for him to err. This 
doctrine of obedience, or intellectual submission, 
requires the authority of no theologian or of any host 
of theologians to defend it and Drove its truth. Its 
influence permeates the whole framework of the Church; 
it rules her outward action, is the living bond of her 
social life; and it holds uncontrolled sway over her 
interior unseen actions, over the mighty tide of 
supernatural life that ebbs and flows within her vast 
ocean-like soul." 



Revision of Paoal Teaching 

On page 284 of Pope Paul's New Mass , Davies again 
broaches the topic of papal infallibility - this time during 
a discussion of Paul VI 's famous retraction of the heretical 
article 7 of the General Instruction on the Roman Missal. 
Many readers will no doubt be familiar with the circumstances 
surrounding the event, but for the benefit of those who are 
not, the facts may be summarized by saying that the General 
Instruction which served as an introduction and rubrical 
guide to the Novus Ordo Missae, included in its seventh 
article a definition of the Mass which, by its pointed 
failure to mention the sacrificial aspect of the ceremony, or 
the essential role of the priest, was clearly heretical. 
What was unusual about this particular heresy, however, among 
the myriads promulgated in the Conciliar Church, was that the 
rank and file laity at that time still retained sufficient 
vestige of Catholicity to recognize it as such and sufficient 
gumption to protest, though - alasi - few enough drew the 
appropriate conclusions concerning the status of the usurper 
who had been responsible for the heresy. At any rate, the 
protest was sufficiently vociferous to ensure the prompt 
appearance of a second edition of the Gpneral Instruction, in 
which the seventh article had been revised to bring it more 
into line with Catholic doctrine. 



146* r e can b e wrong in teaching on religious 
ubjects - th«Vi. C \vta.ntly nothing irreverent ^ ■ poin g 
ut that a pope can make an error on an everyday, secular matter. 
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nf course without parallel, and ig of 

This retraction is o ^ fchafc u congtl tutes the 30 l e 

the utmost si9"^ an n c ' b the highest authorities of the 

fho fac ts summarized above, Davies makes 

haTln, ,^rae of onorthodoxv (as did Pope John XXII) Ut 
Son'.^Mcl.Uy pro-»lg.t.a doctrinal teach.ngY" 

m '^iiv while appearing to protest at Montini's 
TYP a n7'to contrast it unfavourably with Catholic 
behaviour and to undermining the case which he ought 

Dra l 1S '.pfpndinq To see how this is so, it is enough to 
contest with Davies 's observation the conclusions which a 
r U C writer would have drawn from the same facts. The 
litter w ould have spotted at once that the key point to be 
made is that retraction of his officially promulgated 
doctrinal teaching by a true Roman pontiff is not only 
something entirely unknown to history, but something which 
Catholic theology teaches to be impossible .* '« ' The next 
step of the argument - that Montini could not, therefore, 
have been a true Roman pontiff - is obvious. 

But Davies is not a Catholic writer, and far from saying 
this, or anything like this, he goes out of his way to 
concede the key point to those who would want to defend the 
Conciliar Church. 

He does this by asking "What precedent is there in 
modern times for a pope having to revise his teaching...?", a 
question which implies that it is only in modern times that 
popes have been accustomed to adhere to their o r ig i nal 
doctrines rather than to revise them ad lib. If Davies had 
been prepared to enquire what precedent can be found in the 
whole of the Church's history for a pope revising his 
officially promulgated teaching, the question would have had 
a point, but even then it would have been weak because few 
readers would want to wade through the histories of the 
Church to answer it. Most telling - and completely correct 
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Thus in his encyclical Immortale Dei Pope Leo XIII 

or h^ a w eVer , the Roman Pontiffs have hitherto taught, 
of S«i hereafter teach, must be held with a firm graso 

oPenly prof n ess a e S d. « ften M the ° CCa9l ° n re ^ ires ' ™ 3t be 
whatever^he^oonVh 7 ' the duty of believing and professing 
and for one pooe S to re'tr^ 9 ^ aU ° blnda '^sequent popes, 
would amount to a public ^oi he ^ teaChLng of a Pilous pope 
erred. And for ! ll . c declaration that the Magisterium had 

declare that her h, h? 11 ^ Vicar of Jes " 3 Chri3t t0 

Vicar of Jesus Chri.A ! ° r 30me Pilous infallible 

corrected would be o«n? ta "ght error which had to be 
Magisterium. u ig i„° JL ra [ y to the nature of the papal 
Principle applies to *. I • that U be appreciated that the 
Magisterium no less th a „ < l S of P°P es ln the Ordinary 
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_.nary Magisterium. 
Pope Leo XIII, but 
'n chapter 5, pages 



- would have been simply to state thp f*^* ..w 
such precedent. As it is, his q ue, tio „ i, ^k" there '» ss 
damp squibs, for IE Mont ini • s heterodox h». 90 «iest of 
th . earlier centuries and loo.s odd^Vn^" !l\J? 



s simply because "in 




s "" uai . u ' V ' , . im,,,cul " e preaecessors" to the lower 
standards of earlier popes. Hence we would summarize 
Davies's crime by saying that, when he could easily hav* 
demonstrated that Paul VI had violated the Catholic Faith In 
a way that no true pope ever had (and, by virtue of his 
public retraction, had even tacitly admitted to having done 
so), he not only failed to hint at the real extent and 
significance of his misdemeanour, but gratuitously implied 
that "other" (i.e. genuine) popes had been guilty of 
identical behaviour. In other words, when he should have 
seized the opportunity to attack Montini without mercy and to 
strip the sheep's clothing from him, exposing him for what he 
was (and more particularly for what he was not), instead he 
rounded on the popes of earlier centuries, most of them 
illustrious for sanctity, and shamelessly directed his fire 
at them, besmirching their well-deserved reputations for 
doctrinal orthodoxy, and thereby flying in the face of 
history and of theology. Nor should we minimize the extent 
of the theological implications of Davies's words; for if 
Catholic theology could admit that popes had occasionally 
erred in their doctrinal teaching and had to correct it in 
the light of protests elicited by their errors, it is evident 
to everyone that the duty incumbent on all Catholics of 
unconditional assent to papal teaching would be a duty to 
assent to propositions that only might be true and could 
quite possibly be heretical: a duty under which any correctly 
formed conscience would justifiably find it difficult to rest 
easy. 

While reading the foregoing criticisms the reader may 
himself have started to find it difficult to rest easy; for 
at first glance it looks as though an instance of a pope who 
provided a precedent for Montini 's volte-face on the Mass by 
teaching error and subsequently recanting it - John XXII 
(1316-34) - has actually been cited by Davies. 

And we must immediately point out that this is in 
appearance only, for even Davies himself is not suggesting 
that John XXII did what Montini did. He is , pointing out 
that John XXII did something much less spectacular than what 
Montini did, and that even John XXI I • s of fence has no 
parallel "in modern times", let alone Montini s. 




mislead his readers. 
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we are referring to the words "personal teaching". 

• m «n<;<;ible for us to den_y_ that Pope John XXII 
Now it is i«P° s8lD teach ing n , because In one possible 
revised his oer ;l° na ' did iust that. But any Catholic must 
sense of those words ne a ^ ^ h an alleqation ln WQrdg 

be loath to concede tne mean ing, because it would inevit- 
WhiC \ a ^\e m rto mean southing' quite different from what 
ably be taKen co which Davieg can not be unaware, 

actually occurred a u terminology altogether, and 

Lcribe S in b p^n English what really haopened. 

The facts are that thi«. oooe, in writings oublished 
before his election as oope , and in at least one privately- 
olive red sermon after his election, had expressed the view 
that the souls of the iust do not see God until after the 
General Judgement. At no stage did he represent this as a 
„^..««- bannin g of the Church . He out it forward merely as 
his orivate belief, a nd the subiect was one on which the 
Church had not up to that time defined. When his support for 
this ooinion - which, it is oerhaos not irrelevant to note, 
he shared with a number of other theologians - gave rise to 
considerable disturbances, he appointed a number of theo- 
logical commissions to examine the matter, and before his 
death orofessed himself satisfied that his early opinion had 
been erroneous. 

At no stage, therefore, did the pooe deliver a doctrinal 
judgement in support of his error nor come near to addressing 
that error to the Catholic faithful even as an exercise of 
the Ordinary Magisterium; and not even in the expression of 
his personal opinion did he contradict any doctrine which 
had been defined up to that ooint. (The doctrine under 
dispute was in fact defined by his immediate successor.) 

And the final point to be made under this heading is 
that not only did Pope John XXII not abuse papal teaching 
authority in any of these ways; but - if Catholic doctrine is 
to be believed - neither he nor any other pope could have 
done so. t r r 

wp «hw* h S \ iqh f ° f this clarification, readers will see why 
ina D ThP. „ !°i Da 1 vles ' s ter m "personal teaching" as mislead- 
almost clZ\ I 150 S6e that Okies' s words invite - in fact 

g ntv of a P cri- h S reade " t0 beUeVe that a true DO P e WaS 
yunty ot a crime he never committed. 
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"What is the criterion * n * a 
Ordinary Magisterium is infallihi 9 * wnethe r the 
fidelity to the whole of tradUio mVh "° t? Xt U 
not conforming to tradition we ar* n«* eVent of lt3 
submit to the decrees of the *o\*?\ t *l r *^ U^** t0 




As the Ordinary Magisterium is made up of a whole 
complex of expressions of unequal authority) its use in 
terms of theology supposes the existence of criteria 
allowing us to distinguish the relative value of each 
of these expressions. These criteria can apparently be 
reduced to three: r 

^ "." ^ "4 l of the sov ereign pontiff to commit his 
authority behind the enunciation of a doctrine; 

" - the impact, more or less extended, of his 
teaching on the Church; 

" - the continuity and coherence of the various 
af f i rmations . " 

Lefebvre, followed by Davies, chooses only one 'of these 
three relevant criteria. Moreover, almost as though 
determined to maximize his crimes against the Catholic Faith, 
even that criterion he then twists and misapplies. To show 
that this is so, let us spell out in full what Catholic 
doctrine concedes with regard to papal pronouncements that do 
not fulfil Dom Paul's requirements. 

Briefly, a decree of a oope which (a) was relatively 
limited in its extent and effect on the Church, (b) man- 
ifested no intention to teach definitively, and (c) expressed 
a theological judgement which had not previously been taught 
by the popes, would indeed not be infallible, and thus far 
Lefebvre is right. But this is a far cry from suggesting 
that such a decree could teach doctrinal error in actual 
contradiction to the voice of tradition . It is one thing not 
to be infallible, but it is quite another to fall into error 
that is contrary to Catholic doctrine as authentically 
conveyed by sacred tradition; and these two things Lefebvre, 
followed by Davies, confounds. In other words, the fact that 
not all papal teachings are of equal authority and bind the 
consciences of the faithful in the same way, is being twisted 
to make it appear that some teachings of the pope may 
actually contradict Catholic doctrine. If this were so, it 
would mean that Catholics, who in reality at the very least 
are obliged to show a respectful silence to S£f£ WjJ 
teaching*™* on religious matters, might actually be boa 
conscience to reject and denounce the teaching of the Pope. 
At this junctu-rTTt seems fitting for us to draw to 



148* And , exce pt where the ooo« e-ke. it ol.in , th.t hi. 
teaching is not authoritative, almost inva ri * 
internal assent as well as respectful silence is obligate y 




An Exorbitant Demand 

Another remarkable error on the same subject occurs on 
„.«,„ 169-70 of Apologia Pr o Marcel Lefebvre, volume 1. 
Sfrst of all, Oavies quotes a Letter written by "Archbishop" 
Benelli on 21st April 1976 to "Archbishop" Lefebvre in which 
the former demands from the latter a letter affirming his 
"full attachment to the person of His Holiness Pope Paul VI 
and to the totality of his teaching..."; then Davies 
comments: 

"A pope who thus wishes to impose a full attachment 
to the totality of his own teaching - that makes a 
double* 13 " difficulty... As is known, or should be 
known, the totality of the teaching of a Pope (especial- 
ly of a modern Pope, speaking much and often) does not 
involve papal authority in the same degree in all its 
part9; it can often haopen that the authority is not 
involved at all, when he speaks as a private doctor. 
Full attachment to the totality of the teaching is an 
exorbitant demand; it is a form of unconditional 
submission. " 

The words emphasized by Davies indicate that he would 
find it, perhaps, acceptable if Lefebvre had been asked to 
show only partial assent to the totality of Montini's 
teaching, or that he would find it, perhaps, acceptable if 
he had been asked to show full assent to a part of his 
teaching, or at least that he would find onT~o~f these 
alternatives acceptable. But what he does not find accept- 
l n e ' hl = wor(i f indicate no less clearly, Ti" that a pope 
teachVL D P 11 attachraent to the totality of his 
5" t ,T l A 3U ? h an extr *vagant thought on the part of 
?hat thP *" , aV i 6S g0es further and emphasizes the fact 
Kntini- ^ r'o? 5 ' Gmanded t0 the totality of his own (i.e. 
acceptabil H T V^' ** th ° Ugh U would hav e been more 
to^l P i^ to assent to the 

perfectly reasonahiT ' the re quest would have been a 
V reasonable one. i„ fact u lg nQt very far 
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Remnant . 1 5th* June V/iiV S \ rt \ icle The Sedevacant lsts in The 
- 1982, cited in chapter 3 of this Dossier . 
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reference to the teaching f eac „ hinq " b Y itself" without 
9 ot his "predecessors". 
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different from what had been said by true nftna . w 
teaching. Pope Pius IX, for instance, indicat^ th° Ut their 
Catholic attitude to be one of "entire ,„] ed , * correc t 
sio n to the Holy See" and that'ound' C^ho\^ U Vnof 3 " 
diverge in any way from its doctrine anT iW ^ u? t "' 
(Letter to the Bishop of Quimper, 28th July' % ^° h ^'" 
month earlier, writing to the Viscount de MornanJ. w I * 
called for "a perfect adhesion to the spirit and^^ i he had 
this Chair of Peter." To the extent that th p rp i rlne9 . of 
nificance between these demand and tha which ^onM^ 
(through Benelli) addressed to Lefebvre, it lie on iv in thl 
fact that Pooe Pius IX was much more demanding, calling as 
he did, for ffhesion, not only toTTTs own teaching, ou£ also 
to that of all other popes - and adhesion, come to that no? 
only to their teaching but even to their "spirit" 

While, therefore, it is, of course, perfectly legitimate 
and indeed a duty to refuse adherence to Montini's teaching 
on the grounds that he was not a pope and that his teaching 
was very often false , it is quite unjustified for those who, 
like Davies and Lefebvre, acknowledged him as a true oooe, to 
protest at his demanding from them the adherence which is in 
fact due to every pope and which the popes have traditionally 
insisted on from their subjects. 

Finally, we certainly cannot accept Davies's objection 
that the word "teaching" is too general because some Dapal 
teaching is not authoritative. Not only is * "teaching" the 
very word that Pope Pius IX used, but all papal teaching - if 
the term be DroDerly understood - demands our adhesion. 
Evidently when reference is made to the "teaching" of a oope 
in such a context, this is not intended to include opinions 
expressed by him as a orivate theologian or statements on 
matters of natural fact (history or science, for instance) 
with no direct connection with the Faith, and this is taken 
for granted. Hence, any Catholic who was told that he must 
accept the totality of the teaching of a pope would reason- 
ably understand this to mean the doctrines taught by the pope 
in his authoritative documents and pronouncements.* 151 And 
since such authoritative pronouncements will never contradict 
the Faith and are uttered by the voice of him to whom Our 
Lord said, "He who heareth you, heareth Me," (Luke 10:16) 
the demand is certainly not exorbitant. Indeed it is a 
simple statement of Catholic doctrine so well known that very 
likely the first intimation of the authority of the Church 
given to a child at the age of three or four years would be 
the parents' explanation that "we have to believe everything 
that the pope teaches." 

Really, it is almost as though Davies wanted to display 
not only as many pernicious errors against the Catholic Faith 
as oossible, but as many species of error against the Faith 
as possible as well. On this occasion he seizes the 




representing "an exorbitant demand. 



15U Tnus pope Plus IX demanded, -^^«t:^ Y --ith all 
ation, that the minds of Catholics *>e penetrated "*\ 
that the Holy See has taught agai t certain c 
doctrines." - Letter to the editors of La iroi ., 



1874. 
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• „ form of unconditional submission, one can 
protest, "it is a Mr for J avie s, it is a form of unconditional 
only say, V M ' ,'' t he same form which Pope Pius IX demanded 
submission; exa „ ct n 7 ire and absolute submission to the Holy 
by the words eni subm i SS ion is exactly what is required 
see ." Unconditional submi^ something wi £ h which you ought 

e every Catholic, before seeking admission to the Church, 
to have come to cerm* 

■- u «f Davies's denial that Catholics are bound to 

.11 Intllitv of papal teaching and his assertion that 
accept the totaLicyH^ to papal decrees if 

Catholics are not bound tradition , one nat urall y infers 

^"he shows oropor/ionately less respect still for the 
that he * nows * S a Cre d Congregations in Rome - which would 
^ C n e " we correctly assess his respect for the pontifical 
e ' Maaisterium as little more than lip-service, that he 
wou S probacy pay more attention to Dietrich von Hildebrand 
than to the Holy Office. In this connection it seems 
appropriate to draw attention to the following paoal 
expositions of Catholic doctrine on the submission owed to 
such lesser authorities. Readers may be surprised to learn 
that in fact even the assent owed to Roman Congregations is 
higher than the assent which Davies claims is owed to the 
pope himself! 

Here is the teaching of Pope Pius IX in Tuas Libenter 
(1863): 

"...it is not sufficient for learned Catholics to 
accept and revere the... dogmas of the Church, but... it 
is also necessary that they subiect themselves to the 
decisions pertaining to doctrine which are issued by the 
Pontifical Congregations..." (Denzinger 1864) 

And this is the same doctrine expressed by Pope St. 
Pius X in Praestantia Scrioturae (1907): 

"We declare and expressly command that all men 
without exception are bound in conscience to submit 
themselves to the -judgements of the Pontifical Biblical 
Commission. . .and also to the decrees of the Sacred 
Congregations pertaining to doctrine and aDoroved by the 
pontiff. Nor can those who imougn these decisions in 
word or in writing escaoe the charge of disobedience and 
temerity and on this account be free of grave sin." 
(Denzinger 2113) 

accept^aMr^Vr iespite the foregoing, is so anxious to 

urrbUs lyVnV c^thol'i^ 011 ? C ° UnCil that hC teUS 

any guilt, to r/wi \u J 1CS are Eree ' without incurring 
Council! 3ect the doctr i™l teaching of an Oecumenical 



"Judge not. . . " 

refusal to jud qe l *?52 S l*, 7 ° U 5 l fc 9 her esies is the Dopular 

279 of Pope J ohn''* Connon h u eres Y ^ clearly stated on page 

-K !HL±_Counc 1 l y where Davies writes: "While it is 



152 * We h " 

Prevalent i n the Vo^to^ , thU he ^sy, which is 
P^es 124ff. The article .?' ln , 0Ur ^tter No. 4 , volutr 
item for £1. 50 lncludinq 009t ^ bU tr ° m U9 aS a S6pa 
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legitimate to criticise the views of nr«„ 

oolicies they follow, and the e fects of h fl 3 - 69 ' the 

? s for God alone to judge their motives.- °olicies, it 

No one will dispute that this qrmn^o , 
sentiment; and the note of conf'VenceTnVvies's express"^' 
of it certainly lends to it the ring of authenUc ?Ithn ?" 
doctrine. But, as usual, Davies supplies no authori^ f 
his doctrine and instead promulgates ft -ex cathedra- - 
though his readers were obliged to believe whatever nonsense 
he chose to invent merely because he said it. 

And the truth is that Davies's doctrine is utterly 
unsupported by Catholic theology. Nowhere has any pope or 
general council taught that Catholics are not permitted to 
judge the motives of the enemies of the Church. Nowhere does 
Holy Scripture admonish us to presume that those who attack 
and destroy the true religion are in good faith and sincerely 
trying to serve God. No Father of the Church and no saint 
has ever inculcated such doctrine. And although it has found 
its way into certain works of pious sentimentality which 
purport to represent Catholic doctrine, but in fact contain 
nothing but the private opinions of their authors, it is 
certainly not a doctrine which any Catholic is free to 
acknowledge, even as a private opinion. 

Before contrasting it with authentic Catholic doctrine 
on the subject, let us quote one more instance in which 
Davies enlarges on the same theme. The following is an 
extract from Cranmer's Godly Order , page 135: 

"It has been shown in previous chapters that most 
of the Catholic-minded clergy at the time of the 
Reformation in England preferred to interpret Cranmer's 
Communion Service in an orthodox manner rather than 
offer any open resistance... It would, of course, be 
very wrong to pass any judgement on such priests. It is 
easy to be wise with hindsight. *No compromise!' sounds 
well as a slogan, but how many Catholics today can 
honestly say they would certainly have acted different- 
ly? It is for God to judge them and we are assured that 
He is merciful. While it would be quite wrong to oass 
judgement on those who compromise, it is quite legit- 
imate to comment on the pattern of compromise itself, 
and its consequences." 

What happened at the time of the so-called Reformation 
in England was that the heretical "Archbishop Cranner 
foisted on the clergy of the nation, who had been ordained in 
the Catholic rite to serve as Catholic priests an ^ had been 
trained as such, a heretical and un-Catholic religious 
service to replace the Mass to which they were accust -d 
Some of the clergy espoused the new *™ te9ta "' J"? ^hils 
eagerly adopted the new liturgy which expressed it, while 
others, though retaining in substance their previous, 
orthodox beliefs, accepted the ™*}* e \* n * *]££*{&* in 
Catholic liturgical rites by attempting " '^ VonsJderabie 
a Catholic sense - a feat demonstrating consideraoi 

intellectual agility. 

Now of clergy such as these Davies talis « that it 
would be "very wrong" to pass judgem ent o Blessed 

interesting therefore to note the w f or . d h 9 e a ^ f r "^ ti on f to the 
Edmund Campion, the famous martyr of trie " d nl 

man who had been his "bishop" when he (Campion) 
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, fnrmed Church of England. This "bishoc" 
been in the newly forme ^ before the irapo ,ition of the 

had been ordained »s ^ wag ^ afc the time , pro bably the 
^t^^-minded" of any of the aoostate hierarchy; and 
JThim Campion wrote: 

„„ «. «ff from the body into which alone the graces 
, Thrift flow You are deprived of the benefit of all 
° f C J r , sacrifices and sacraments. Wherein lies your 
H r l, is it because, of all heresiarchs, you are the 
? IU rrazv' You will gain nothing exceot perhaps to be 
foTHred somewhat less horribly in the everlasting f i re 
than Judas, or Luther, or Zwingli." (Letters from th» 
Saints , Fr. C. Williamson, 1958) 

No one could say that Campion was not "passing iudge- 
mpnt" in those words, but Davies assures us that the example 
of this beatified Jesuit martyr is "of course. . .very wrong"! 

And we had better not ask what Davies would have made of 
St Catherine of Siena's letter to the cardinals who elected 
Antipope Clement VII in opposition to Pope Urban VI; for she 
too was unaware of Davies's doctrine that, "while it is 
legitimate to criticise the views of" those who are engaged 
in destroying the Church, "it is for God alone to iudge 
their motives." Here is one typical extract from her letter: 

"Rather than the angels on earth you ought to be, 
set to snatch us from the path of Hell's demon and 
undertake the angelic office of leading sheep back into 
the fold of obedience to Holy Church, you have assumed 
the task of devils, wishing to infect us, also, with the 
evil you have in yourselves, by drawing us, too, away 
from our obedience to Christ-on-earth and into obedience 
to anti-Christ that limb of the devil which is what you 
are too, for as long as you Dersist in this heresy... 
This is no blindness due to ignorance. . .no, for you know 
what the truth is... and now you wish to corrupt this 
truth and convince us of the opposite... And what shows 
me that your lives are disordered? The poison of 
heresy. . ." 

m-K Th !! reason ' of course, that these saints and so many 
?h»t n. ■ "^ observe Davies's inviolable canon is simply 
"1," VIes T s can ° n is n °t in conformity with the Church's 
Lord -i„Hn a " th0 [ lt »tively interpreting the words of Our 
tells' JtZ T that Y0U ma V not b * iudged," the Church 
this judgement is 9 °° mn6 f ° rMds W**™"* of another when 

(i) rash - i.e. not -justified by the evidence; 

uttered i Vor id a le wo ° t r hv defa . mator Y " *-e. true, but not 
the wickedness nf Y m ° tlVe such as t0 warn others oE 
-ther for an unworthV Vi^r^ 9 ac <^ aintanC *' bUt 

hat 
off 



atred'of an^T*^ \'*' a ^^rnent "ttered in 

Efences, rather /hw" 9 his Punishment for his 
alvation. an hls correction and eventual 

■••^o. that th . eo^X ? 



And since w<» mi,ot- 

- must ourselves cite our references when 

controversial matters, we 

9 ts a condensation of what 



Cornelius a Lapide says in hi 3 commentary on the *„-««* , 
oassage in question and of St. John ChrJ«««i • Scri P tura l 
?t in his Contra Auxentium . *153 Chry9 ° 3tom ^ analysis of 

Comment is also called for by the second half 
long paragraph quoted from Cranmer's Godly "n^r abov C e 0£ H ™ 
Davies tells us, in effect, that one ot the reasons that £ 
should not pass judgement on those oriests who compromised at 
the time of the Reformation is that, although "No comp- 
romise! is a good slogan, we cannot say with certainty that 
we would have acted differently ourselves had we found 
ourselves in the same circumstances. Of course Davi.es Is 
quite right that none of us can be certain that he would have 
behaved any better than those oriests who joined the new 
heretical Church of England and thus condemned themselves to 
Hell for all eternity by committing countless mortal sins; 
but the thought-process which infers from this that we ought 
not to pass judgement on such priests is so far devoid of 
logical foundation that it is difficult to dignify it with 
the name of thought at all. It effectively restricts to men 
of proven heroic virtue the right to give fraternal correct- 
ion when necessary. Davies is saying that no one who has 
ever stolen or might ever steal is entitled to say that 
thieves are committing sin! "No compromise!" is not merely a 
slogan; it is a pithy summary of the duty of every Catholic 
towards all sin and especially sin against the Faith. And 
those who refuse to denounce the priests of the Reformation 
era - or the priests of our own day - who have failed to 
observe this duty, far from acting in conformity with 
Catholic morality, stand in defiance of the tradition of the 
Church and of reason itself. 

Davies also touches on the same topic on page 26 of Pope 
John's Council , where he writes of the bishops who comprised 
the ultra-progressive mafia at Vatican II: 

"Nor is it intended to impugn the motives of the 
bishoos concerned. They had correctly assessed that the 
Church was at a crucial oeriod in her history and, 
unless there is soecific evidence to the contrary, it 
should be oresuraed that they were motivated by the 
sincerely held conviction that their policies were in 
the best interests of the Church." 

From a doctrinal point of view, Davies's statement this 
time cannot be queried; for it ? is perfect jonfor-ity with 
the 




Vatican II. Rather, he tells us, «» «- - . that they 
evidence to the contrary," we ought their 

were motivated by the sincerely held convict ^^ 

153* h full summary of the Church^ ^^^X 
E.n°Jn :^^: 3 r^^^^ «.. Previous footnote. 
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•n rhe best interests of the Church." Thus i t 
policies were in trie obgerv9S a clique of mischievous 

Jeems th f "\ e % on trol of a council by unscrupulous and 




o,«-Virtlir morality ana uuc v*.^-**-- -- - . -» ^nui^ n 

SS?i her traditional enemies, the heretics, Freemasons, and 
even the Jews (whose "guilty conscience, as Dom Gueranger 
Irites * 154 "makes them hire to pull down the holy cross, the 
verv men [i.e. the godless Gentiles] whom they formerly oaid 
to set it up"), he does not regard this as providing the 
sliqhtest evidence that the bishops in question were 
motivated other than "by the sincerely held conviction that 
their policies were in the best interests of the Church." 
Davies has granted, in theory, that the duty of presuming a 
man to be good must yield to the evidence of his badness if 
such evidence is forthcoming; but when a practical instance 
arises, he shows that he is not in fact prepared to judge as 
bad even those who have openly and knowingly launched what is 
by far the most destructive campaign against the Church, and 
all that the Church represents, that has ever been launched 
in history. If he does not regard this as evidence of evil 
motivation, we must leave it to our readers to imagine what 
evidence he would be persuaded by. 

Gifts at the Offertory 

Nor is this the only place in which Davies, while 
appearing to attack the Conciliar Church, ends up giving 
support to utterly un-Catholic activities by failing to 
drive home his attack hard enough. On Dage 228 of Pope 
Paul s New Mass Davies protests at an incident in whTch" 
SJfJfr*. giftS Were P resen ted to a bishop during the 
cnmln?c° rY P r ° cessi °n" at a Novus Ordo in America. He 
comments as follows: 

anv in 1 ^/"^ 11 /' lt is <* ulte unliturgical to present 
Mass J S With gift3 ^^ the offertory of the 
the serJ?ro F 9 . P K reSented durin< * the offertory is for 
returned^ « ► th * Church alone and should not be 
children o^-^- 0WnerS " ThUS ' thS COmm ° n oractice of 
modeVs etc V^- rk thCy haVe com ? leted ' Pictures, 
Mass, is a travestv I?*" receivin< * ifc Isicl back after 
travesty of correct liturgical procedure. r 




n ;p.V un co the comment- \u \ \ °' uav les restricts nis 
^dividual to receivroff.. ^^ lt ls inappropriate for an 
B "t of course this impli^ %J Urln9 the O«ertory of the Mass. 
^s that, if the sombrero had not been 

154 * Lit 
Holy Cro *s, n^e^ldr^' Feast of the Exaltation of the 
September, vol.xiv, p . 20 3. 




. . . tw ^ ^ , ividently what he should have 

said is that, except in extraordinary solemniti es,* ' ^ the 
tradition of the Western Church forbids the presentation of 
anything at the Offertory other than the prerequisites for 
the Mass about to be celebrated - bread, wine and wat»r - and 
that the worst feature of the sacrilege at which he was 
protesting was, not the fact that the offering was a personal 
gift for the bishop, but that it was a horrendous intrusion 
of the secular and the frivolous into the greatest solemnity 
witnessed on earth. 



The True Author of Catholic Dogma 

In his article entitled Further Reflections on the New 
Ordination Rite , which appeared in The Roman Catholic * 13 * in 
1981, Davies is guilty of a serious error on the subject of 
the authority of the Magisterium. In the course of a 
discussion on infallibility, he wrote: "But in no sense is 
God the author of dogmatic pronouncements..." He was not 
denying that dogmatic pronouncements are necessarily true, 
which indeed he explicitly accepted; but he was indubitably 
asserting that such pronouncements, being drawn up by men, 
are exclusively the work of men, and it is here that what he 
says is misleading. His error does not lie in the inference 
that dogmatic decrees are truly the personal work of the Dope 
responsible for drafting them and are not inspired by the 
Holy Ghost directly as is the case with the books of Holy 
Scripture. That much is true. But what is quite unaccept- 
able is to indicate that God is " in no sense " the author of 
such decrees, for this amounts to an implicit denial that God 
is even indirectly their author by virtue of His having 
revealed the contents of them. This is unacceptable because 
dogmatic decrees invariably treat of or relate to Divinely 
revealed teachings on the subjects of faith and morals, wnac 
the pooe teaches will simply be a reiteration of what has 
always 'been believed by the Church, having been oassed down 



155* At the solemn oontifical Mass celebrated by the 
pope on the occasion of a canonization for instance, caged 
birds and gilt loaves are presented in the Offertory, not as 
gifts to the pof 
solemnity, haun 
of the Temple 
contribute to 
of a new saint to the altars. 

156. To their credit, the editors of this periodical 
pointed this error out to their readers^ Davies's 

that men who have been so ^^."ated a number of serious 
errors should themselves have perpetrated a 
errors touching Catholic theology. 
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autnor of- «.»- " . tg f the aeposiu ul L^v^Lauiun m the 
revealed the con"" ^ . g fche p0De enabled to Dronounce 
elaboration of wnicr madg clear in the following extract 
infallibly.* 1 ^ jnis . ^ of the 1870 Vatican Council: 
from the decree rasi^ 

-pnr the Holy SDirit was not promised to the 
tor . .._,_' *.*,««. Hu m<? revelation thpv m< n u 



«p«r the Holy soin>- wa: > "«»• *-"»"■»*=** 1.0 cne 

decors of Peter that by His revelation they might 

disclose' new doctrine, but that by His help they might 

fulrd sacredly and faithfully set forth the revelation 

transmitted through the Apostles or deposit of faith." 



d 

g 

t 

(Oz.1836) 

Davies as an Indif f erenti3t 



A letter by Davies was published in the correspondence 
columns of The Tablet * 158 on 9th November 1985. He was 
protesting at certain inaccuracies in a report of "Arch- 
bishop" Lefebvre's latest visit to England which had appeared 
in the previous week's issue. His letter contained the 
following paragraph: 

"The alleged anti-semitism in the archbishop's 
lecture is equally non-existent. Hi9 criticisms were 
not directed against the Jews as such, but against the 
Vatican for what he considers is the indif ferentism 
pervading a recent document on Catholic-Jewish rel- 
ations. I have not yet read the document, and so I 
cannot say whether the archbishop's criticisms are 
justified or not. If they are not he could be crit- 
icised for making an accusation which he cannot 
substantiate, but this is a far cry from accusing him of 
anti-semitism. I consider that the documents of the 
Anglican-Roman Catholic International Commission 
manifest an attitude of indif ferentism, but I am by no 
means anti-Protestant." 

Protestant » 6 really wrote it: " I am by no means anti- 

Dern.i2jpH n fK 0f ^ rare occas i°ns when the Modernist "mafia" 
a etter hn^ r b ! iCa u ti0n in one of th *ir official organs of 

i I™ 1 )* 1° thei ' Position, the letter in question is 

any of t^t ,. t ! men c t jUSt as Solent of indif ferentism as 

ny of those to be found i„ the documents on "Catholic"- 

lY can teach "ufamlKV " JU3t menti °™*> * pope certain- 
revealed by God- hnt • ° n matter s which are not directly 
amount to an ela'hor^ 1 " 3Uch cases hla teaching will still 
** win be «pivi n V°?K 0E matter3 di ^ctly revealed, since 
Particular situations l\ Dlvinel Y revealed doctrines to 
er arising. 





Nor is it possible to object that Mr. Davies mean* n « 
m ore than that he is not hostile to Protestants considered as 
individuals . The only reasonable interpretation that hff 
words can bear is that he is not hostile to Protestants as 
Protestants . In other words, he is not hostile to Protest^ 
antism. In the first place, this is what is commonly 
understood by being "anti-" a particular group. For 
instance, no one ever supposed that Mgr. Jouin, with his 
Anti-Judeo-Masonic League was hostile to Jews and Masons as 
individuals - on the contrary, he ardently desired their 
conversion. His hostility was in respect of their affil- 
iation to the evils of Judaism and Freemasonry. But the 
title of his league avowed that he was anti-Judeo-Masons as 
such. 

Secondly, if Davies meant that he is anti-Protestantism, 
although having no personal animosity towards individual 
"separated brethren", he is sufficiently literate to make his 
meaning clear, and sufficiently intelligent to recognize the 
impression which his words would obviously give, especially 
to a readership almost exclusively inebriated with the 
wonders of oecumenism. 

If anyone is still inclined to put a favourable 
construction on Davies's words, let him ask himself in all 
honesty whether Davies would have been prepared to write in 
one of his articles, without a word of qualification: "I am 
by no means anti-Sedevacantist . " 

A Slap in Our Blessed Lady's Face 

The following passage occurs on page 128 of Pope John's 
Council : 

"There had been legitimate differences of opinion 
among Catholic theologians before the Council, not on 
the fact that Mary had co-operated with Our Lord, but on 
the nature and extent of that co-ope rat ion An 
important school of thought, favoured by PopePius XII, 
had come to see Our Lady as co-operating in the 
acquisition of our salvation and wished to ee the 
Magisterium define her as Co-Redemptnx and "^latrix of 
all graces. Another school 5 avou / e ^/ c V r ch like 
emphasizing her position as a member ?f the Church ike 
ourselves, differing from us ^ not in the essence but 
the degree of her perfection." 
Note that Davies represents th« doctrines of Our Lady's 

Co-Redemptrix-ship and ^""."iS Si a! cJn.id.r. the 
more than the opinions of a school, a ^ ^.^ fche 

opinions of those who deny these doct ^""' f tne church like 
Mother of God to be no more tha " / J^b/ 00 ssible to fill 
ourselves," to be legitimate. I t woul ^ f the Fathers, 

many pages with the cl e «r t e t imon xe. ^ fche 

Doctors, saints and popes refuting this ana 
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i ^inimisinq Our Blessed Lady's special privileges and 
opinion min J misxn \^ les of Mediatrix of all graces and ?2- 
H^ot'rix of the human race are very far from legi tillla £ 
but Je P shall content ourselves with the mere minimum citation 
^authorities necessary conclusively to vindicate o Ur 
Blessed Lady's unassailable right to these titles. 

As to Our Lady's being Mediatrix of all graces, thig 
truth was officially recognized by Popes Pius IX, Leo Xin, 
St Pius X, Pius XI and Pius XII. The Church has approved a 
feast and special Mass of Mary, Mediatrix of all Graces, and 

>.« »-i»« ami no nt- and lparned Marinlnniai- o__ 



Although there is no feast in honour of Our Lady as Co- 
Redemptrix, Pope St. Pius X explained this doctrine and 
taught it as quite certain (not the opinion of a school) at 
considerable length in his encyclical Ad Diem Ilium . The 
doctrine and title have also been approved by at least three 
other popes and by three decrees of the Sacred Congregation. 
Canon Alastruey affirmed in 1952 that "it is safe to say that 
theologians throughout the world now unanimously accept the 
title of co-redemptrix as properly belonging to Mary " (Od 
cit., vol.2, d.142, emphasis added) 



CHAPTER SEVRW 

THE SOCIETY OP ST. Pius y 

"He that entereth not bv th* A n ~* i .. 
sheepfold but climbeth up another w.y? the V™ it 
a thief and robber." (John 10:1) e U 

Was the Society of St. Pius X C anonically * r *n+ *A 

• JHd-Doeg it Have the Right to re nter Holy 0r £ r Y 

on those not Incardinate d into Particular Dioceses? 

A considerable orooortion of volume 1 of Apologia Pro 
Marcel Lefebvre is taken up with consideration of the legal 
status of Lefebvre 's "Society of St. Pius X" and in attempt- 
ing to provide answers to such questions as the following: 

Was the Society canonically erected in the first 
place? 

Was it canonically suppressed by Rome? 

Did it, and does it, have the right to ordain 
priests who are not incardinated into (i.e. registered 
as belonging to) a particular diocese? 

And doubtless our readers will by now not be wholly 
surprised to learn that Davies's treatment of the subject is 
sloppy and contains a number of clear errors and several 
instances of the suppression of obviously pertinent facts. 

In order to expose these errors we shall need to do the 
following: 

(i) to summarize the principles of Canon Law 
involved; then 

(ii) to state Davies's case for defending the 
lawfulness of the erection and practices of the Society; 
finally 

(iii) to show why certain aspects of both the facts 
and the laws involved, to which Davies makes no 
reference, demonstrate that the canonical basis for the 
erection of the Society is extremely shaky and that its 
practice of Ordination without incardinat ion has no 
justification whatsoever. 

We are not, we must make it clear at the outset, 
ignoring the inexorable consequence which flows from the fact 
that the year in which the Society of St. Pius X was erected 
was 1970 - this consequence being of course that, to the 
extent that the Society has any legal e^tence whatever, t £ 
is as an institution within the Conciliar Church and not the 
Catholic Church. Our object in this examination, howeve r, is 
to demonstrate that, even if Davies and Lefeb ^ e W9 g r * u r 9 £e 
in believing the Holy See to be occupied, it -™ 1 * |^ t £ e 
impossible to maintain that the erection and conduc o : t 
Society have been in conformity with Canon Law 
words, the Society's wholly iUicit st*tusis not si, *o y 
result of its being in error on the technica ism ^ .^ 
vacancy of the Holy See - crucial and far oroduct of the 
effects though this issue is - but is aLs . to be 

fraudulent suppression of whatever legal facts 
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.„. . n navies's and Lefebvre's own terms of 
inconvenient even within gociety of st . Pius X - with lt9 
reference: in * no r r e c ' d followers, Its seminaries and other 
thousands of membe " * nout the world, the vast sums of money 
religious h0U9 * 8 te " r an a its enormous influence - is founded 

on fraud. 

« ,.„K*>r 1970 Lefebvre opened his seminary at 
On 7th October 1970 u- be trained * t 

Econe with . ^\^°ZeLr 1970 the ordinary*159 of £ 
priesthood on of Switzerland in which Econe 

Di0 i e nn e a ^d S the decree by which the Society of St. 

is located ' i""i r -ii v established as an association of 
'i-ch^bvr °hi«.el? was the superior. The idea behind 
Si ? was for the seminarians to join the Society and remain 
in it aftpr Ordination. In the seminary's early years the 
"authorities" in Rome tolerated, and in some cases approved, 
.! _°\.i. .<♦.<<,« Naturally, few priests were ordained to 



years training was apparently the norm to Begin witn, and at 
least one student was ordained after as little as nine 
months. 

Canon Law (Canon 111/1) requires that before a man be 
admitted to the clerical state (the first step towards the 
priesthood), either he be incardinated Into a diocese so that 
the bishop of that diocese will take responsibility for 
appointing him to a position upon his Ordination, or he be 
ascribed to (enlisted as a member of) a religious order which 
will fulfil the same role.* 1 ^ Prior to 1975 most of those 

159 * An ordinary Is the person - almost Invariably a 
bishop - who Is in charge of a diocese or quasi-diocese. A 
bishop who is not in charge of a diocese is not an ordinary. 

160 * Incardlnatlon is the formal admission of a cleric 
to membership of the clergy of a particular diocese. Canon 
Law has wisely Drovided throughout the history of the Church 
that all clerics, without exceotlon, be either incardinated 
into a diocese or "ascribed" as members of a religious order. 
unJt-?^h°5 e ? * hU U ' in the words of Canon IIM, "so that 
which i««t ^i" be in no wi3e admitted," which is a rule 
-ufch^^ Clergy and of the whole 

suoer^nr ^ eVery cleric has a bishoo or religious 
starve in Th° lS res P° nslb ^ for him, will not let him 
has an off,- % Vent ° f iUn ^s, and will ensure that he 

l hVlil S ° me 9uita °le kind; 
morals etc SO J eone is responsible for overseeing the 
counsel and "if n ^ eVery clerlc and for administering 

(O that thi PK Mai L Y .' P unl 3nment; and 
to obtain maximum soYh \ l^^ U Prudently deployed 
Obviously, in tZ P Ual benef ^t for the faithful. 




not rrr f y - e =; 9 

^ason for the SJe*?^ " ote that there is also good 

replaced only b y sow loce8an Incardlnatlon can be 

Y solemn profession In a religious orde_r In 



ordained at Econe (very few though they wer^ wo. 
inated regularly into the dioceses of the CoLnV l «?«'*- 
princioally by conservative bishops who souaht orV. I « UrCh ' 
i„ a relatively conservative seminary Lef.hJra k torneA 
gays that he applied to the ConciUar Church'- h ?' ever ; 
Congregation for Religious and received permission Vn -—'it 
into the Society of St. Pius X itself three of thM h u* 
wished to ordain thus avoiding the need for their incarSin' 
ation into a diocese. * 1 61 ur cneir mcardin- 

* new factor in the equation emerged on 6th May 1975 
when, on ins t ruction £ rom "Cardinal" Tabera, the new 
Conciliar ordinary of the diocese of Fribourg, "Mqr " Mami* 
notified Lefebvre that he was withdrawing his canonical 
approval from the Society of St. Pius X. Canonically such a 
notification would appear to be of nn off^«- 1 L _,__ 



pai v. is.- ..« l ^ i «v.^.^cj / naviiiy ueen once legitimately estab- 
lished, even if it consists in but a single house, cannot be 
suppressed except by the Holy See..." 

Lefebvre then appealed to Rome against this decision, 
but was informed by a commission of "cardinals" that it had 
been aoproved and authorised by the "pope" (Paul VI) and was 
not therefore subject to appeal. Naturally, whatever is 
ruled by a true pope, as Lefebvre recognized Paul VI to be, 
is definitive in respect of such matters as the erection or 
suppression of religious organisations. Thus, canonically 
speaking, the Society of St. Pius X ceased to exist: it had 
been suppressed by the authorities which its own superiors 
recognized as legitimate - the very authorities, indeed, 
which had established it in the first place. There could 
therefore be no question thereafter of ordaining priests to 
be ascribed into the Society, since canonically the Society 
did not exist and would certainly not have received the 
permission from the Sacred Congregation for Religious which 
it claimed to have received three times before; and there 
was, equally, no possibility any longer that any diocesan 
ordinary would agree to have Driests from Econe incardinated 
into his diocese. Thus the Ordination of any priest would be 
unlawful under Canon 111/1. 



the strict sense. This is that solemn religious profession 
is irreversible so that the religious can never become a 
"clericus vagans" (unattached cleric). Those who join a 
religious congregation but are not solemnly professed remain 
free to leave at any time so it is necessary to provide for 
them in the event that they do so. This explains wh y a 
society such as the Society of St. Pius X whose ^mbers are 
not solemnly orofessed, would not be allowed by the Ca hoi 
Church to ascribe its members into the society itself w thout 




diocesan bishops «^ -..;,»»•.« 

(wrongly) recognizing the latter as legitimate. 



those of acknowledgvng^au^ ceremonieg . Canon 2373 clear «" 
from performing ai^. on Qn any bishop who ordains a man 
imposes a » t J"*"i ncard inated or ascribed by solemn religious 
who is not diuy gugpe nsion Lefebvre has completely 

profession, ana cm-* / 

ignored. 

Moreover, he has, of course, ignored it ever since and 
^?nnPd to ordain priests up to the present day, all f 
h f C °h no ascribed into the Society of St. Pius X and 
SmributSd in dioceses throughout the world without 
to those whom he recognizes as the legitimate 
ordinaries of these dioceses; and the rest of the story i, 
well known. 

Davies's defence of Lefebvre's conduct in this matter 
can be summarised as follows: 

(a) The Society of St. Pius X was canonically 
erected as a society of priests living the common life 
but without taking the special vows necessary to make it 
a religious order, and, having been erected in one 
diocese, could not lawfully be suppressed except by the 
"Holy See". 

(b) The seminary was also lawfully erected, 
approved by Rome; and the Sacred Congregation for 
Religious three times gave permission for members of the 
Society to be ascribed directly into the Society instead 
of being incardinated into a diocese. 

(c) In 1974 Rome sent a deputation to assess the 
seminary and some members of the deputation made 
scandalous comments to the seminarians which were 
incompatible with Catholic theology. 

(d) As a result of this, Lefebvre made a precip- 
itate public declaration in which he made his disap- 
proval of the conduct of the "pope" and his revision of 
the liturgy, etc., painfully clear. 

hicv, rt i e) f B L Wa Y oE reac tion to this declaration, the 
w mL „ ^ocese in which the seminary was located 

tnis 7pm 18 approval of the Society of St. Pius X; but 
suDores, , ? WaS lnvali * since only the Holy See can 
" it exi a t ^ ltlmat9ly "tablished religious order even 
it exists in only one diocese. 



against ) th L e eE A b . Vre a PP eal «<J to Rome - s u soe ns i ve 1 y " 
he ap Pe al e *£ ^ "^J.ion of the Society - i.e. 
that he was oermiM-^ I the H ° ly See in sach a W * V 
the declaration of fhu COn tinue to function Dending 



«' ^^r:rz\x<° s :« 




(h) Lefebvre had therefore hh a 
right to keep the seminary and Society „°" " d U ' al 
faced with the difficulty of find inn a* exi *tence and, 
to incardinate those who. he w shed' to TrdaYn "h ^ 
entitled to ascribe them into the Societ? Usel'f Z* 
Because permission to do this had been given on t^ll 
distinct occasions by Rome, which, in 'the option of 
some canonists, was sufficient to establish a custom bv 
which the same could take olace thereafter without 
specific authorisation on each occasion. l 

(i) Hence Lefebvre's position is from a ooint of 
view of law and of morality, unassailable in Davies's 
eyes. 

That is Davies's case for the defence. One must grant, 
perhaps, that it displays a certain amount of ingenuity. 
There is presumably some extrinsic reason for its having been 
swallowed unquestioningly by hundreds of thousands. But it 
does not wash. None of it even begins to wash. 

The first question to be answered is whether the Society 
was in fact canonically erected as Davies claims (page 122: 
"The Society of St. Pius X was established according to all 
the requirements of Canon Law..."). The answer to this is 
that, if we accept, iust for the sake of argument, that the 
incorrect position of Lefebvre and Davies concerning the 
occupancy of the Holy See is in fact correct, the Society was 
canonically erected, but not as a religious order, which is 
how Davies represents it, and not permanently and uncon- 
ditionally, as he also gives us to believe. We reproduce 
below a translation of the pertinent part of the decree of 
erection of the "International Priestly Fraternity of St. 
Pius X": 

"We, Francois Charriere, Bishop of Lausanne, Geneva 
and Fribourg, having invoked the Holy Name of God, and 
observed all canonical prescriptions, decree the 
following : 

"(1) The International Priestly Fraternity of St. 
Pius X is erected in our diocese as a "Pia Unio" [ "Pious 
Union" ] . 

"(2) Th° seat of the Fraternity is established at 
the Maison Saint Pie X, 50 Route de la Vignettaz, in the 
episcopal town of Fribourg. 

"(3) We approve and confirm the attached statutes 
of the Fraternity for a period of six years ad 

Congregation. 

(...) 

"Done at Fribourg in our diocese on the 1st 
November 1970, the Feast of All Saints. 

(Signed: Francois Charriere, Bishop of Lausanne, 
Geneva and Fribourg.) 
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u fnreaoing it can be clearly seen that the 
From the foreg t d \ g what Canon Law calls a "relig io n 
>u was not erev- .^,.„\ i> was erected a<a a •■_• 




objection i n 
years (which 



years only* on ., , hhat tne ordinary raised no 
th.re.fter provided that Ui . ^Y^ ^^ 

the interim, and "«» r Societv wou l 



the . in /V« i',t November 1982) the Society would need to t>. 
expir !hnri,Pd Finally, the bishop makes it clear that it i 

c" ^o,v w 11 be able to be "definitely erected", from which 
t C fo lows tU at the date of the decree in 1970 the Society 
Had certainly not been "definitely erected", and could not 
have b»en until T982, by which period it was scarcely likely 
that any member of the Conciliar Church in a position to 
erect religious societies or even "piae uniones would have 
been prepared to confer this status on the Society of St. 
Pius X. 

The olain facts are that: (a) if the Society of St. Pius 
X was intended to be a "religio", then the decree of its 
erection was invalid, since it was not erected as a "religio" 
but as a "pia unio"; and (b) even if we regard it merely as a 
"pia unio", it was erected only on a temporary and experimen- 
tal basis for a period of six years, which would have been 
extended to a maximum of twelve years if the Ordinary had not 
objected in the meanwhile. However, as is admitted by all 
concerned, the Ordinary did object to the Society before the 
expiry of the first experimental six years and the second 
period of six years did not therefore follow. And anyhow, 
even if it had followed, this would have allowed the Society 
to exist only until 1982. 

Upon no basis whatsoever, therefore, not even as a mere 
"pia unio", can it be claimed that the Society has any 
canonical basis for its existence after the year 1982. 

But let us suppose, just for the sake of argument, that 
InA fM 7 has in fact ren >ained a "pia unio" to this day, 
Ihl'n ! m" ' 6 ', as part oE the true Catholic Church rather 
Lef^hvr! i iT tln / te Concili ar Church. How would this help 
would lit h , dou 9 ht Y apologist? The answer is that it 

o? Ms continainnt 11 " !*•" ls CrUcU1 to ^febvre's defence 
not whether ,h 9 c t0 ° rdain P rie *ts without incardination is 
unio" but wh e t her ,°h le c y haS any le * al existence as a "pia 
been, classifuV Society can be, or could ever have 

man to be admif^* 8 * rell< 3 io "; for Canon 111/1 Dermits a 
incardinated in r^ aS * ° leric 0nl Y iE he ha3 been either 
- if he has been afcTltS V ' * nd thls ls the 2SlX exception 
Piu * X is , of coar.l t0 a Eellaio-. The Safety of St. 
ordained (apart fm m ^ a dlocese and its members are 
become members of rVJVt- W Whom L efebvre has ordained to 
orders such as Benedict-! lSt house s of various religious 

that thpv a DLn eo lc ti nes and Dominion*. \ «„i„ «„ «-v,o hasis 



life "; and canonically speaking "a society of the common 
life " is not a "religio" either. Y ne comm °n 

We have now reached the stage where, in order to ensure 

that we have a clear picture of the issue under examination? 

we must define the terms that we have just met. Probably our 

readers will find it most convenient and easy to follow if we 

do this in tabular form. 

(a) A "religio" is defined in Canon 488/1 as a 
"society approved by the legitimate ecclesiastical 
authority in which the members, according to the laws of 
the society itself, emit public vows, Derpetual or 
temporary, but to be renewed at regular intervals, and 
thus strive after evangelical perfection." 

(b) Of "societies of the common life", Canon 673/1 
says: "A society of men or women in which the members 
imitate the manner of life of religious living in 
community under the rule of their superiors according to 
approved constitutions, but are not bound by the three 
customary public vows, is not, properly speaking , a 
'religio', nor can its members be properly called 
religious." Thus this canon not only defines for us 
what such a society is, but also carefully distinguishes 
it from what it is not . 

(c) Finally, we learn from Canon 707/1 that 
"associations of the faithful which are erected for the 
exercise of any work of piety or charity are called 
•piae uniones' ('pious unions')." From this it is clear 
that a pious union is an organization which may even be 
open to lay folk without restriction. For instance, the 
Society of St. Vincent de Paul, which flourished in many 
Catholic oarishes before Vatican II and consisted 
simply of organised bodies of lay folk, with occasional 
clerical members, for the relief of the poor^and 
suffering in their own parishes, was a "pious union . 

So was the Society of St. Pius X really no more thar , a 
"pious union"? On this subject Davies adopts as his own the 
r , . ,,„.. n n n „j Pathev ( who , subsequently to 

views expressed by "Fr. Boyd Catney ^ wno ' th e Socie ty of 
writing the article in question, ^.'Ji Society 

St. Pius X and ceased to function as a priest;, 

and reproduces an entire article ^'Jj''^^ ? n 
appendix to volume 1 of Apologia Pro H ^ e ^^ e ^ 9tl ^ 
this appendix Cathey admits that the Society ™ J^ 1 ^. 
society "of common life without vows ™ the tr adit o n 
Foreign Missionaries of Paris" and a ttribufs th ^ 

first article of the statutes of the Soci et y authorit y 

seen independent confirmation of ^ P*^ C \ hat he has not 
that he cites, but we have no « a % on *%'V n g \ a t"e 9 ; and of 
represented accurately the content of \\Va 30C iety f the 
course Canon 673/1 has }ust told us tnat 
common life without vows is not a reny 

i.w,t- h<» has set himself a 
Cathey is perhaps not "™ ware p ^* e ** erection of the 
problem; for, when quoting the decree , earlier) , h e adds 

Society (which we have ^st quoted a ^ ^ provide3 a 

an asterisk after the words pious 
footnote which reads as follows. 

-The bishop's use of th. "P^' 10 ,". '&0™™-™ 
is a little confusing. A pia 
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io.r is not normally a moral person. It means a 
make clear, is n re i ig ious 'society of the common 

UY , a9S0Cl , a hp aoDroved Statutes of the Society of St. 
nfe' as the approve r anri „ o; ;„ r* 




domus' as th 
institution 



Ua chall shortly return to the question of whether 
Gathers grounds for escaping from the bishop's definition of 
Xp Society as a pious union are valid; but before doin. 
it is neceLary to observe that if what he says is vali, 
^L 1 ! " ff no i new can of worms. It would follow that 



ng so 
d he 
the 




invalid. In the same way, an understanding between buyer and 
seller of a property that the property in question was a 
large family house would be of no force if the deed of sale 
referred to it as a dog kennel; and even if the disappointed 
purchaser could demonstrate that the dog kennel did not 
exist, far from entitling him to the house, thi9 would merely 
demonstrate that he was not entitled either to the house 
(since it was not mentioned in the deed) or to the kennel 
(since it did not exist). Certainly it is difficult to 
reconcile this strange inconsistency with Davies's assertion, 
made without hesitation or qualification, that the Society 
"was established according to all the requirements of Canon 
Law." 

But anyhow, is_ "Fr." Cathey right in suggesting that the 

bishop referred to the Society as a "pious union" only by a 

slip of the pen? The only evidence in favour of his 

assertion is (a) the fact that it has widely been presumed 

that the Society was much more than a "piou9 union", and (b) 

the fact that such a definition apparently conflicts with the 

Society s statutes which, however, remarkably - or Derhaps, 

in the circumstances, not remarkably - seem neither to be 

available for inspection nor to be reproduced in any of the 

nr.lV t" French or English, defending Lefebvre and his 
organisation. 

arqume2f a \ n « St |.K 8U - Ch *" i nter P «^e tat ion , the most obvious 
should a bish.n lntrins > c unlikelihood of such a slip. Why 
society \s f?S; '" * f ° rmal docume nt, refer to a religious 
difference (wh? C h 0US c Unl0n, ' When he would obviously know the 
anyhow? why should s.^h Va3t ° ne) between the two terms? and 
whom the decree of erect?" "^ 9 ° unreco< 3 nized bv those t0 

Furthereiide^ce 3 is he f U rn, 1 Y h a / , i Ument a 9 a inst "Fr." Cathey. 
1975 written by "Cardu v- *? * letter dated 27th October 




stress that we should 1 lm P° r tant assertion, and, while we 
°f this Particular Masonio n0rmaUy ^ lve credit to the words 
reason to doubt his word Q USUrper ' l" this case there is no 
not realise the significant ? lt ls ev ^ent that he does 
what he says: ^nlFicance of what he is saying. Here is 
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Charriere, the then BlVhon .( i,, ' Mq ' ' Pra "cois 

the mind of M qr. m.,^ i r([t 'i '" destined in 
tTinTT ormed into a r .f.S.1 ',!■ T^. . De »". h " HsinII7 
U„Lil its ,.cu,»ti.n U"su'cl, LU -"": ' ^ "r'cT M 
moreover was not given - it consequently continued t0 b. 
subject to the lurisdiction of the Btshoo of Rriw* 
and to the viql lance of the dioceses' in which"? 

As we have said, the mere fact of "Cardinal" Villot's 
having made this statement does not by any means prove that 
it is true. Bat surely it has the ring of truth, independ- 
ently from the source from which it comes; for it reconciles 
the disparate pieces of evidence so far collected. in 
summary, it appears that the Society was erected in 1970 as a 
pious union, as stated in the decree of erection; that 
Lefebvre had the intention at some stage in the future, when 
he could obtain the due approval, to turn this "pious union" 
into a society of the common life without vows; but that this 
transformation was overtaken by events and never took place. 

We are convinced that this is the correct account of 
what happened; but even if we were to accept "Pr." Cathey's 
version of events, this still leaves the Society as no more 
than a community without vows. In neither case is there any 
pretext for claiming that it is a "religio" (which, by 
definition, does have vows); and since it is not a "religio", 
it certainly cannot ascribe its members into itself in order 
to give them the right to adopt the clerical state. To this 
it may be objected that on three occasions Rome gave permis- 
sion for the Society to ascribe members to itself in place of 
incardination. But did Rome in fact grant this permission? 
The only evidence we are offered appears in the appendix to 
Davies's work which consists of an article by "Fr." Cathey, 
referred to above, in which it is stated that: "As early as 
1971 Archbishop Lefebvre had been assured by Cardinal Wright 
that within a short time the Society of St. Pius X would 
enjoy the privilege of ascription into the Society." A 
footnote (which is presumably Cathey's but may be Davies s) 
quotes as authority for this assertion "a letter to 
Archbishop Lefebvre, 15th May 1971." It is noticeable, 
however, that nowhere in Davies's book, which gives copious 
documentation for almost every assertion, is there any 
further reference to this letter; still less is there a 
photographic reproduction of it as is the case with 
"Cardinal" Wright's letter to Lefebvre of 18th February 1971 
on a different subject. Moreover, the letter s neither 
mentioned nor figures in any way in the "ork called L Bveque , 
Suspens by Yves Montaigne, the French work -J^h collects 
togethe r almost all the documentation relevant to the 
Lefebvre case. Such an omission must definitely be regarded 



Lefebvre case. Such an om 
as suspicious. 



n for suspicion concerning 
• - into 




religious order. 
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• l~ "Vppd tabs" on the cieryy a..^ ^"'-"Tw L \. ey are 
1" „ fc what the authorities deem best. Not that the motives 
for 'wanting this control are the same in each case, of 
e« Under the Catholic Church, it was required so that 
2! »?ifrhorities could see to it that each priest was using 
his ?alents to save souls, while in the Conciliar Church U 




their control, both the Catholic Church and the Conciliar 
Church have needed and used tight control over their clergy, 
and if the Conciliar Church were to allow its clerics to be 
"ordained" without being incardinated into a diocese or 
having made solemn vows in a full and permanent religious 
order, it would be gratuitously abandoning this control. To 
allow temporary vows in a "pious union" to take the place of 
solemn vows in a religious order would be absurd, if only 
because after a limited period (two years in the case of the 
Society of St. Pius X) the priests could freely leave the 
organization and would then be without any direct superior to 
govern them. To appreciate the absurdity of the suggestion 
that temporary vows in a "pious union" could have such an 
effect, it is only necessary to imagine a priest being 
excused from incardination because he happened to be a member 
of the St. Vincent de Paul Society.* 162 

So Davies's claim that three students had been ascribed 
into the Society itself with the approval of the Conciliar 
Church's authorities in Rome is not only supported by no 
evidence but also seems to be intrinsically unlikely. And 
there is one other piece of evidence against the claim: 
Davies himself denies it! On page 140 of the same work he 
nrffj- u ; e J ui vocally that "up to this point [1975] the 
ini«7ir . at Econe had a11 been regularly incardinated 

Law - H n in ? ccordan ce w ith the requirements of Canon 

with thP ° w ' one v . asks oneself bemusedly, is this compatible 
been incard^at.T 5 ha J at lea9t three Priests*?) had not 
sniVy n ".«u n uVte.« aU ^ ^ been a3cribed int0 the 

Davies^efends^L^ft^ ludicro "ly untenable pretext on which 
without fulfiHina Hh? • the char 9 e of ordaining priests 

serious still w „i* re( * uir ements of Canon Law. But more 

1,111 WOUId RAam 4- *» w_ f» . . .. . ._ _ *_ 



serious still w«.,iV ie 4Uirements of Canon Law. But more 
notwithstanding p aul S v T e . m t0 be Davi e9 f s position that, 
Society, it nonethPioa„ 3 une quivocal suppression of the 
was still justified IV COntinued to exist and that Lefebvre 
not deny that a leal m m P ; rsuin 9 *»1b resistance. Davies does 
be " has the right VT P ° pe " wnlch he takes Montini to 
society of the common Hf e SUPPreSS a religious order, or a 
Position seems to be VhJV i°J even a "P^us union". But his 
. J""* c lf the suppression is unjust, or 

a ^e referred 3 e e s r p 9 ecUllv Sh f rt t0 n reaearch this point more fully 
ISSfflon^Life, CathoUc L-° ^dln atlon In Societies of Jt he 
Rev. John G. Nugent, C^ J c America, l*58 f by^h7 



based on false information, it i<? therpFnr* « n 
Society continues to exist notwithstandlnq the ™ n? that the 
of the Vicar of Christ (by which we mean n * contra ^Y will 
wh0 m he mistakenly thinks to be the Vic"' of Christ)' ^ **" 




Now it could scarcely be claimed that the Jesuits at 
that time were less significant than the Society of St Plus 
X. Furthermore, they included among their countless 
thousands of members theologians and canonists at least as 
competent, it will be generally agreed, as those who guid« 
"Archbishop" Lefebvre and the anonymous priests who aoDrove 
of Michael Davies ' s writings . And, needless to say, the 
members of the Society of Jesus were no more anxious for 
their religious order to be suppressed than were Lefebvre and 
his priests for their religious order/society of the common 
life/pious union to be suppressed; they would have been 
happy to avail themselves of any escape, compatible with the 
Faith, from obedience to the papal command. Nonetheless, 
with one accord, the Jesuits forsook their houses - some of 
which had been sanctified by the labours of martyrs and 
saints and had a tradition of two centuries behind them - in 
most cases to subject themselves to the diocesan authorities 
and to function as secular priests, and in some cases to join 
other religious orders. Other than in one or two exceptional 
countries where the Holy See authorised it, the Society 
simply ceased to exist. And no one claimed otherwise . No 
recalcitrant group of Jesuits continued to take in novices or 
claimed that Pope Clement's act was null through injustice 
- his decree, however much deplored and lamented, was univer- 
sally obeyed. 

To make the parallel complete, it remains for us to 
establish that the suppression of the Jesuits was indeed an 
unjust act and one causing great harm to the Church. We are 
faced with this task, not, we hasten to add, because the 
suppression of the Society of St. Pius X, had it been done by 
a legitimate pooe, would have been unjust or harmful, but 
because that is "the oresumption which Lefebvre and Davies use 
to justify the former's actions. For our P^poseit l * 
sufficient to quote the words of Pope Pius VII,* 163 the pope 
who was to restore the Jesuits in 1814. The following is a 
reproduction, taken from the source mentioned, of a conv " 
sation between Pope Pius VII and a French priest, the abbe 
Proyart, who, in a biography of the Jr en <Vi?^£ TuooJes- 
had sharply criticised the action of Clement XIV in supores 
sing the Jesuits. 

Proyart: "People have given me a »«uple Cor .peaki ng a si 
have done of Clement XIV, most Holy ^ Father yet 
knows that it was not in the ^ bad sense p 

oohers who have calumniated every pope excep 
destroyer of the Jesuits." 



163. TheS e words are taken from a *™**«°g££S£ 

historical source material - Cj pment XII et 

Pieces Justif icatives , no. 17. 
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«,, sav of him is unfortunately only too 

Pius: " Wnat Y T °u p : r d | the minutest details of the business 

PlU trae. I h !?, te who was in Clement XIV s service, 

f T.hpn P entered mine. He was the very prelate who 

a ^ ^ Pooe Clement the bull of suppression to 

offered Pope ag hg had signed it , he threw h . g 

sign * I side, the paoer on the other, and seemed 
pen on one &t ~ c J 
beside himself. 

. -t* seems to me, most Holy Father, that if the 
Proyart: It see ^ kingg and Qtner natl0nal rulers] 

forced him' to suppress their own staunchest ally 
Me the Society of Jesus], the pope should at 
l/as't have avoided blaming those whom he was 
compelled to use unjustly [in the bull of suppres- 
sion, Clement had listed a string of charges 
aaainst the Jesuits, most of them calumniatory and 
unsubstantiated). Still less should he have 
treated them as if they were criminals." 

Pius- "Most certainly. Even supposing that the Church 

had been threatened by far greater evils than the 
suppression of this important Order, at the 
dictates of kings misled by their advisers, a bull 
of three lines should have given this unhappy 
sentence: 'yielding regretfully to the force of 
things, etc. , etc. ' " 

Thus there is no escape from the conclusion that the 
suppression of the Jesuits by Pope Clement XIV wa9 , and was 
accepted by at least one later pope to have been, extremely 
unjust and damaging to the Church. Hence, whatever theo- 
logical principles Davies and others use to defend Lefebvre's 
resistance - and fundamental principles are all that they can 
rely on, for as we have seen the law does not help them - 
these principles had evidently not been invented in 1773, and 
consequently, like every other religious principle which was 
heard of for the first time less than two hundred years ago, 
they were not revealed by God, but invented and propagated by 
the Father of Lies. 

Let us now summarize. The following are the inescapable 

facts: 

(a) Lefebvre is wrong in acknowledging the 
legitimacy of the Conciliar "popes". 

thaf L b) - BUt - GVSn if we admit for the sake of argument 
;.,,(" right t0 acknowledge the Conciliar "Dopes", 
erected! Wr ° n9 ln holdin< 3 that his society is validly 

sociei^f v ^?Si lE he Were r -±&± in holding that his 
wrong in ho i^i y .u erected " ^ich he is not - he is 
itself h ° ldlng tha t it could ascribe clerics into 

holding that^'cm, 1 ! 11 / 117 " 6Ven lC he were riqht }" 
wrong in thinVl^r 1 Tv, aSCribe clerics into ltselTThe is 
invalid - unlSai l * Us oppression by Montini was 
wa s not po" pp "l n ne , 13 Prepared to accept that Montini 
erection waV'inVli 1*^ ca3e he must admit that the 
nothing "to suppress m the 9tart 8 ° tnat there W3S 



In other words, the Oav ies-Lef ebvre defence of the 

ciety of St. Pius X i9 a chain of arguments every link of 

hich is entirely without validity. And given that the whole 

hain would have snapped if even one link had been flawed, 

° e does not know whether to be more surprised that Lefebvre 

j° od to construct such a chain or that Davies dared to 

afend it - or, possibly, that so many people were deceived 

by it. 



CHA PTER EIGHT 
njlll pc & q AN ANARCHIST 

-HP that turneth away his ears from hearing 
the !aw his prayer shall be an abomination." 
(Proverbs 28:9) 

Anarchy 

=. n fn t-hose of our readers who were well aware before 
Even to those ot o enormity of Davies's departure 

fro^Catho /orthodoxy, the assertion that he is an 
I a^hist may c 0me as a surprise. Nonetheless it is true, 
T *n anarchist, by definition, is someone who rejects law 
1^ authority and advocates the principle that human 
behaviour should be regulated by no external control but only 
by personal inclination. " Archbishoo" Lefebvre and his 
followers and almost all other "traditionalists" are thus 
included within the terms of the definition of the word 
"anarchist", and it can be used to describe Michael Davies 
pven more appropriately than most others, since, by his 
writings, he has made it explicit that he believes and 
defends the anarchist theory which most "traditionalists" 
espouse only implicitly by their actions. 

Anarchy in the Church 

Ecclesiastical anarchism is a more serious error than 
purely civil anarchism, as the need for law and authority in 
the Church is, if anything, greater than that in civil 
society, owing to the fact that the Church is a society in 
the supernatural order, whose immediate end is the salvation 
of souls - the supreme end for which mankind was created- 
and therefore has a more exalted dignity that any merely 
secular society could have. 

It is comparatively rarely in the history of the Church 
that those who claim to be her members have denied her the 
right to make laws and to give commands that bind all her 
subjects in conscience; but we are indeed now faced with this 
^ a L!^ Uat c 0n 'v and t0 a reallv remarkable degree even by the 
"tf f Wha ^- a writer ° e "ction who hoped to achieve 
Todav VL ^edibility might feel he could safely invent, 
hfve Un .l aS w m V° ritY of those wh0 claim to be Catholics 
and their bpiif^ SWept alon 9 b * the Conciliar revolution, 
cTtholic do.VV b6ar hardly the slightest resemblance to 
recognUed thp „ 6 **? l0nger; whil «' of those who have 
imposed in thp P n/ m Ver V tY u ° f the revolution which has been 
vast majoritv evtn i? ^ Church throughout the world, the 
Catholic doctrinp V l! ey remain orthodox on most points of 
counter-revoluM.n, , dec eived and seduced by the fake 
Polluting their I'kk, by Lefe bvre and others, into 
heresies, probablv Vk ° Xy wltn a number of errors and 

attitude to the ChWh . m °. St obv ious of which lies in their 
Church s juridical authority. 




■cal authority, they now found that to 



obey those whom they mistakenly thouqht t-o h* -k • 
was a path which evidently led to herVsv »«**-!" 




fear of the enormous and irrevocable*^ 3tep of de nyinq the 
legitimacy of the heretical usurpers - a step which is 



„ ep -..*„.., i. 3 

especially daunting for timid souls in view of the fact that 
these usurpers sometimes have realistic, if superficial, 
sheep's clothing, consisting of SDoradic orthodox utterances 
and concessions to tradition. 

But whatever the reasons, what happened is well known. 
The theory that all ecclesiastical offices including the 
papacy had fallen vacant through the heresy of their apparent 
occupants was put forward and believed by a few even from the 
time of John XXIII, but it received comparatively little 
publicity. The majority of those who came across it rejected 
it, and there must have been many to whom the possibility had 
simply never occurred. And both groups faced the predicament 
of a choice between, on the one hand, retaining, substant- 
ially, the doctrines contained in their catechism and the 
devotional practices that had been dear to them throughout 
their lives, and, on the other hand, continuing to obey their 
pastors. Many adopted the "obedience" option and remained in 
their parishes, speedily becoming a large and, in some 
circles, well-publicized category of people who whined and 
complained about "the changes" but were, and still are, 
horrified at the suggestion that one ought to do anything but 
suffer in silence in the same pew one occupied before 
Vatican II. Many others, however, refused to submit to this 
torture and the resolution which they found to this dilemma 



164* C f p r . f.w. Faber in Spiritual Conferences 
(chapter, "Heaven and Hell"), page 351: "I beg of God in His 
infinite compassion to keep alive in me to the last hour ot 
my life the intense hatred of heresy, with which he has 
inspired me, and which I recognize as His gift. Also rr. 
H.A. Rawes in Cui Bono? (London, 1864): "...as we love God 
with a strong, undying love, so let us hate heresy with a 
strong, undying hatred. If we ever begin to slack* n i our 
hatred of heresy, we may be sure there is something amiss 
with our souls." 

165* we do not me an "irrevocable" in the sense th at one 
who rejects the validity of John-Paul II's Pontificate cann 
"return to his vomit" and acknowledge it once more ■ 
some have perpetrated this crime. We ^ an s l £ e of a 
rejecting the Conciliar Church requires a^^a 9 

kind incompatible with the i ncon31 f ""^ Ambers of the 
tergiversations often found among conservative memo 

Conciliar Church. 
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, ■„ t-he title of a book written by one such - 
l:. l " h -! l . rl , rMt l . B rth.n0 6 .ai.nc..- 



i-here is no doubt that the statement that 
° f Srrtan obedience is true in itself; for faith, 
faith is 9 r ft e f at " C thre e theological virtues, is superior to 
being one of the t n ^ charity . But the i mpli cation of 

every virtue excep »- ^^ ^.^ & cholce between orthodox 
K h ?Jf ta and e aue obedience, the correct path is to abandon the 
belief and due ° entirely. It is reminiscent of the 

VU Tr a ° ven by tne deceitful harlot to King Solomon in 3 
a " \ 26 "Let it be neither mine nor thine, but divide 
^ in « S it mav be remembered, was how she indicated contentment; 
lUh the Kinq's proposal that, since both she and the other 
harlot claimed to be the mother of the disputed baby, it be 
cut in two with a sword and they each take a half. The truth 
is that just as half a baby is of no use to anyone, in the 
same way, faith without obedience is of no avail to sal- 
vation. This is because obedience to ecclesiastical 
authority is a definite requirement for salvation and has 
been defined to be such by Pope Boniface VIII in his famous 
bull Unam Sanctam . 

In fact we must go even further. Faith is actually 
impossible for those who do not accept their duty of 
obedience, since, by denying the duty of obedience to 
ecclesiastical authority, one thereby denies an article of 
faith and loses the theological virtue of faith entirely; and 
this fact holds good even if, as with some people but by no 
means all, it so happens that one retains a purely human 
assent to most of the other articles of the Faith. 

When is Disobedience Legitimate? 

Now it is true that there can be occasions which -justify 
a Catholic in disobeying instructions given by legitimately 
constituted ecclesiastical authority concerning even those 
matters which fall within its competence; it is true that 
such disobedience can be morally permissible and indeed of 
moral obligation. But these occasions fall into but a single 
in^^V na ^ l u Y - When the authority in question gives an 
defVnfht U U im P° ssi ble to obey without committing 

swerior u In ' 6n disobed ience to the ecclesiastical 

Science to. M fe h thaB *" accide ntal effect of an act of 
t eexln ger authority. To suggest that, outside 

niz d Sy the P Ch ur c a h 1?*'°'* aUeady envisaged and recog- 
in orde Y r to r eta \ ? •"' fUrther categories in which ' 
disobey le?itim*V« ^ Ith ' lt is necessary for us to 
say, thV^^ « -any "traditionalists" 

a legitimate authoritv H K dl *o°ey any command coming from 
engaged in actions ha rm f u r\- U ' de spite its legitimacy, 
impossibility Ther ■ t0 the Ch urch, is to postulate an 
question of whether I!f lS u 3lm P 1 Y no Catholic answer to the 
without obedience or 6 H 0Uld ch °ose the virtue of faith 
for the true Cath'olir. v« Vlrtue of obedience without faith; 
and that any apparent nJl^l that he mU3t nave botn tether 



"« are considering, the sol^.""^^^ be. And in the c«» 

~ a solution which i 8 SP utLon h e must eventually arrive at 
- en to be more than fully supported by 



independent evidence as soon as he start-« i t, 
right direction - i 3 of course that t-hV fc i° 0klng in the 
Conciliar Church are not lawfully" constTt^T °* the 
authorities at all, and are the r efore Vnn m S thollc 
obedience whatsoever, even in resoect «f \? * i tled t0 no 
which would have been binding had thev b^n ? "*}*" 
legitimate pastors. g they been imposed by 

In short, when we examine thp nna {«-{»« e UJ L 
on the sublet of the obeSie^c.^VweTbV f^tlilT? 
ecclesiastical authority we encounter the tVagS re, u of 2 
refusal to re-examine the assumptions which had produced an 
impossible dilemma - a refusal which in turn leads to the 
abandonment of obedience in a vain attempt to preserve the 
Faith. 

Before proceeding to analyse Davies's position on the 
obligation of obedience to the laws and commands of Catholic 
authority, it must be made clear that, for the Durposes of 
this examination, we shall once again have to accept as valid 
Davies's false premise that the members of the Conciliar 
Church's hierarchy hold legitimate authority in the Catholic 
Church. The reason for this, obviously, is that Davies 
himself believes they are legitimate and argues that 
Catholics may disobey them despite this presumed legitimacy. 
Normally it would be sufficient for a Catholic to reply to 
such nonsense by observing that they are demonstrably not 
legitimate, and that they therefore have no entitlement to 
the obedience of anyone who wishes to be a Catholic. On this 
occasion, however, it is necessary to observe, in addition, 
because we are analysing Davies's most pernicious errors 
against the Faith, that even if the authorities of the 
Conciliar Church were , as he considers them, Catholic 
authorities, retaining their offices and jurisdiction but 
abusing them by issuing inexpedient commands and promulgating 
undesirable laws, his conclusion that one is entitled to 
disobey them at whim* 166 and with impunity is certainly not a 
conclusion which is compatible with Catholic teaching. 

Let us begin by establishing what Catholic doctrine on 
this subject is, an exercise which, because more than one 
article in our published periodical Letters has been devoted 
to this topic, will not take us long. A good summary of the 
attitude of Catholics to the laws of the Church is presented 
by St. Robert Bellarmine in his De Romano Pontifice, book 4, 
chapter 15: 



166* Th e words "at whim" are not a gratuitous rhetoric- 
al flourish on our part. On page 6 of this Doss^ .we 
analysed a statement by Dietrich von Hildebrand, which .Davies 
quoted and approved, to the effect that P~ l n f " " h °*[* 
guilty of certain misdemeanours " V>" ' ,Hpv h2ve entire y 
obedience in disciplinary matters." If they have entire ^ 
lost the right to be obeyed, in Davies S * that tney may be 
do him no injustice by saying that .he .hold .that they^may ^ 




fact, does disobey laws and -^^ToZ^ ^ erection 
themselves harmless (such as the law forDl y convenience, 

of unapproved seminaries) purely to bint its own 



.*. ratholic Church it has always been beli GVed 
-in the Catno iocese8 and the Roman Pontiff in 

th at bishops ; in ^the ^ eccleg iast i cal ralerg p^.^ 
th e whole enure ^.^ ^ auth0 nty and without th 

cipes'l who can, y ^ advLce of the priestg> ^ 

consent oc c ^ consc ience, give judgements i n 
laws which °i after the manner of other judges, 

lSl"lSn"i-POse punishment. - 

**,,♦. ic clear enough, and the principle should be almost 

Tha , rt ?il Catholics. But of course, as we have 

^ atl A C indicated while this is what every Catholic should 

? lrea F y rf Tn s Catechism-learning days, and is a truth which 

r/ b no-Tease for ignorance of, it is nevertheless 

^e that the matter is more complicated than this. it is 

equally true that - as St. Robert himself makes clear in the 

same chapter - there are times when Catholics are entitled, 

a nd even obliged , to disobey the commands and conceivably 

even the laws of legitimate authority. 

In the case of laws , we have already set out the 
exceptional cases more than once in our published Letters , 
and here only a brief summary is necessary, for the pos- 
sibility of a law (i.e. a general and permanent command) 
conflicting with a Catholic doctrine or requiring Catholics 
to perform some action which is not conducive to their 
spiritual welfare simply does not exist. The Holy Ghost 
protects the authorities of the Church from promulgating such 
a law. 

This is what one famous nineteenth century theologian, 
Fr. H. Hurter, has to say on this subject, though we would 
add that what he is teaching is a truth confirmed by every 
Catholic theologian who addresses the same point. In his 
Compendium of Dogmatic Theology , volume 1, page 271, he 
informs us that "the Church cannot approve a general and 
universally obligatory discipline which is contrary to faith 
or morals or which causes grave harm to religion." 

Thus the only three occasions when it is permissible to 
disobey a universal law of the Church which has not been 
revoked are: 

■ n . { J ] when th e law is physically or morally 
impossible to comply with. Moral impossibility, in this 
law jJVi mean that ob edience to the ecclesiastical 

nstanrp -? qUlre disob edience to a higher law, as, for 
ance at A*, ' t0 e c ° mply with the law requiring assist- 
ing orconti^a d i a a y ; t :^i h on ! " ^"^ > ^ ^ 

whenever 1 Ld^T^H 2 -- 2 ^^^ of the law « This OCCUrS 
for a law to ,h 9 Clrcum stances "take it impossible 

legislator instil ^£ ° f , the good ends for which th6 
°f a contrary c ust i 1 (Tt may also occur by VirtU ^ 
approved of bv ►k1 , - here tht3 custom is known and 

which a law-^HTOr'r Th . U ls the Principle according to 
t0 bind a p^Mr u1 ! roain3 _ g^erally In force may cease 
because whorrr77f7~T ild -^ilHai in a n»rMcnlar case 
la * either harmful ° rdinar Y circumstances render the 
individual in that ex cessively burdensome to that 

invoked when reTo^r- Slnce epikeia may never be 

course to the legislative authority is 
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possible, it is evident thah * • ,. , 
sufficient pretext to iustifv "<-!,,* cann °t be a 
withholding obedience from thocp t dltionalUt3 " in 
erroneously) consider to be the *■ ?" the y Albeit 
of the Catholic Church. legitimate authorities 

In the case of commands - that U ,•«„, 
ecclesiastical authority to particiJV Instructl °n 9 given by 
uals on particular oc^i.n,^ ^,^^ , or to individ- 
qeneral and permanent TZZT?^* « -n- P , u . i rr^' Whlch are 
automatic cessation cannot apply, ainre , fVf n Y epikela and 
command will be aware of the clreiim«i-f ° ne givln< 3 the 

giving it. Moral and ohysJca iS^bffiV'h' 116 ^ ° f 
continue to excuse, and there is in .ddiVi however ' wlu 
occasion when disobedience becomes oermissUle In! ?£*1 
mandatory, an occasion which, it must be "emhV,< „Vi a ed 

affect ecclesiastical laws but oj&\^£? iM «! 9 d ™J™ 
the authority gives a command compliance with Jhieh ««nf2 
involve a definite sin on the part ? of the person olying ^ 

Let us examine this exception in a little more depth 
It is expressed succinctly in the Penny Catechiam . question- 
and-answer number 197, where we read! 

"By the fourth Commandment we are commanded to 
love, reverence, and obey our parents in all that is not 
sin... We are commanded to obey, not only our parents, 
but also our bishops and pastors, the civil authorities 
and our lawful superiors." (Emphasis added) 

Similarly, Fr. Patrick Murray in his De Ecclesia , 
Disputatio XVII, Sectio IV, n.90, teaches that "one is 
always bound to obey the (Roman) pontiff when he gives an 
absolute command, whether he does so infallibly or not, in 
everything which does not involve manifest sin." 

And of course what, for our present purposes, we need 
particularly to notice is that the duty of obeying our 
parents and lawful superiors, whether ecclesiastical or 
secular, is a binding obligation except where such obedience 
would be sinful for us . Thus it follows that if a case were 
to arise in which a lawful superior gave a command which it 
was sinful for him to command , but which involved no sin in 
obeying it, one would be bound to comply with it.* 167 When, 
for instance, King David arranged for the command to be given 
to Urias the Hethite to stand in front of the battleline, 
mortal sin was undoubtedly committed by King David , since his 
purpose was to ensure that Urias would be killed in order 
that he, David, might continue his unlawful relationship with 
Urias' s wife. But on the part of Urias no sin whatever was 
involved in his complying with the sinfully given command, 
because it is the duty of a soldier - obliged like everyone 
else to obey, not only his parents, "but also his bishops and 
pastors, the civil authorities and," as in this case, his 
lawful superiors" - to take whatever position in battle his 
commanders assign to him. On the contrary, therefore, his 



167* cf . the following extract from Pope Leo XI 
encyclical Diuturnum Illud : "The only reason which me have 
for not obe ying is when any thing is demanded of^hem which is 
openly repugnant to the natural or Div ine 1*"' for l ' ^ 
equally unlawful to command to do anything in which the law 
of nature or the will of God is violated. ( Acta_&ancc_ 
Sedi 9 , XIV, 3ff.) 
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•nQfruction was correct and virtuous and 
obedience to the " sc eul for him not to have obe d ^ 

indeed it would have d. 



subiect of when it is permissible to 




Dy oey... - -- commanding sometning cnaccne suoiect can 

nonetheless Xl without sinning himself, obedience remains 
obligatory. 

n„ Q nfhPr fine point needs to be considered before our 
r » J Catholic doctrine on this topic will be complete, 
nSv Y tSe ques?ion of how a Catholic should conduct himself 
if he is in doubt as to whether obedience to the instruction 
a lawf ul suoer -ior is or is not sinful. The answer of the 
Church on this' point is clear and definite - one is obliged 
to obey Th» reason for this is that the presumption is in 
favour of the superior, so that any doubt as to whether 
comoliance with his command is sinful or not should be 
resolved by presuming that it is not sinful. Moreover, this, 
it must be stressed, applies even when compliance with a 
command appears to be probably sinful. Only when definite 
sin is involved is one entitled, and obliged, to disobey, as 
is clearly stated by St. Ignatius Loyola when he writes: 

"When, in my opinion and judgement, the Superior 
bids me to do something which is against my conscience, 
or sinful, and the Superior thinks the contrary, I ought 
to believe him unless he is manifestly wrong." 
( Monumenta Ignatiana , series 1a, XII~j 660 ) 

And the same doctrine is taught by St. Bernard, St. 
Bonaventure, St. Benedict, and especially by St. Augustine, 
who makes it clear that it applies even in relation to the 
obedience due to temporal rulers - "to obey them (temporal 
rulers) with a good conscience, it is not necessary to have 
evidence that their commands are lawful, but it is sufficient 
that the contrary is not recognized with certainty ." ( Contra 
Faustum Manichaeum. book 22, chapter 75) This teaching of 
St. Augustine's, St. Thomas Aquinas explains, is based on the 
^JvL u^ does not bel °ng to the subject to decide 

-i™. ? ,o ng ls P er ">issible or not, but to the Superior 
alone "- (Summa Theology. lf IIf Q . 13/ A#5) 

althouah 31 ^'./ ^ the ! ake of 9° od order we should note that 
case „? • " !? have shown ' th *re is no need to consider the 




demanded that orLVc V , SU ? h as would be the case if he 
celebration of Mass *168 S than fifteen minutes in the 
be disobeyPd. Nor \\ ■ ► • In SUch a cage he should evidently 
a law which coali h. ^Possible that he should promulgate 
manifestly contrarv i-o • - yed wi thout sin but which was 
P^ests of Irish ext-r^' for instance by forbidding 
from the faithful in « w t0 acce Pt financial assistance 
'_ sucn a case, St. Robert Bellarmine 

168* Mo ' " 

than fiEteen itnute8 l3 9l i« n8 a<3 / ee that to 9 *y Mass in less 
^reverence. ^possible without gravely sinful 



teaches that the law would be invalid 

binding in conscience, but he adds that- Yl and w not strictly 
to be obeyed if scandal would aria^ "fV^™ ^.° Ug ^ t never theless 
( De Romano Pontieice . book 4, chapte 1?) ,? edience t0 ^. 
for the victim of such an { .^ r ^ > Theprooer course 
necessary, to appeal to the Holy See tan* mil ^course, if 
Our Lord's counsel: "...if a man Sill ^1 hll . e t0 follow 
judgement and take away thy coat let ac thV i "I th thee ln 
him." (Matthew 5:40) What musV never be fora^? al f° Unt ° 
the permission to disobey an unjust but no, ■ 9 °/ en la that 
ion does not apply to generaHaU ? e th ? Ch „Veh T^T' 
are protected from such abuses; does not anew ►„ ' °*i ^ ey 
commands given to individuals by popes or^lLoDs^fo^h 1 " 
the only question is whether the person co 2:J ^ here 
authority over the person being comm^ed" i °S " %&? % 
the command (a law must, by its nature, be just and useful 
which is not so, however, of a command, which looks f . *il 
individual rather than to the community)'; and do not p 
to cases where the instruction seems unjust, but on?y where 
it is manifestly and undeniably sTTTor it is the business of 
the superior to assess the justice of his commands, no? the 
duty of the inferior. 

The Davies Doctrine of Obedience 

Having established this background, we may now address 
ourselves to the remarkable doctrines of Mr. Michael Davies 
on the same subject. 

On page xv of his introduction to Pope John's Council , 
Davies writes as follows: 

"Some readers may wonder why this book has no 
'imprimatur' and whether one was asked for but refused. 
The answer is that, as I was refused an 'imprimatur' for 
Cranmer's Godly Order solely on the grounds that both 
the Censor and Bishop concerned disapproved of the 
priest to whom it was dedicated, there was clearly no 
point in subjecting myself to such a farcical procedure 
for a second time... However, the typescript was vetted 
by a number of well-qualified priests who assured me 
that it is free from any doctrinal or moral error. I 
would like to express my gratitude for their help but 
will not name them as it would be a poor return for 
their kindness to bring the pursuivants down upon them." 

Let us mention in passing that the value of the 
assurance of the anonymous "well-qualified priests" may be 
gauged both from the fact that they lack the courage to face 
up to the authorities of the Conciliar Church in defending 
what they believe to be true, and from the numerous errors 
contained in the book they have approved which are exposed in 
this Dossier . Not least of these errors is Davies's attitude 
to the Church's law concerning ecclesiastical censorship of 
religious books. This law, as found in the 1917 Code of 
Canon Law , which even on Davies's own terms was the law in 
torce at the time he wrote the above quoted ext .r, * ct , 
straightforward in its requirements. Canon 138V<: says. 



not a 
theology 
ethics 
pamphle 



"Without prior Church censorship even l.y.jn ar 
flowed to publish... books ^""^"^^e^ogy 
ogy, Church history, C.non Ljj, ^ J ^Vor 
S , or other religious and moral 'cience > 
lets of prayers or devotions, or of r-iig 
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moral, as 



-in or mystical doctrine, and instructions, 
,oral, ascet ^' of a similar nature, even though they 
_nd other works ^ piety; of Qther writingg> .r 

are intendea cQntain any thing having a special bearing 
Treason or morality." 

*, e to sav, almost all of Davies's writings*169 
Needless to y thig canon and certainl ? 

fall . Un r« u r ncll is no exceotion. For the benefit of any-fr 
3 -^^7§§7T^o may not be Cully acquainted with the correct 
Procedure, it is as Collows: 

(a) Th» author must submit the Droofs of his work 
pithPr to the bishop of his diocese or to the bishop of 
the diocese in which publication is proposed. 

(b) On receiving the manuscript, the bishop assigns 
a censor (who should be a learned theologian) to examine 
the book and give a statement as to whether or not it 
contains anything objectionable from the Catholic point 
of view, such as an error against faith or morals. 

(c) If the bishop receives a favourable verdict 
from the censor, he gives his "imprimatur" (the Latin 
for "let it be printed"), and publication can proceed. 

(d) In the event that either the censor or the 
ordinary refuse permission to publish on unreasonable 
grounds (and there is no obligation upon them to state 
their grounds for refusal), the author is entitled to 
refer the matter to other bishops who might authorise 
publication in their own dioceses, or to the Holy See. 
On no account , however, is he permitted to publish 
without an "imprimatur" on the grounds that he has been 
assured by "a number of well-qualified priests" that his 
manuscript is "free from any doctrinal or moral error." 

The logic by which Davies justifies his decision to 
publish without an "imprimatur" is, we think our readers will 
agree, of considerable interest, though regrettably far from 
orthodox. He states correctly that the application of the 
law of censorship in the Conciliar Church, as he had learned 
by experience in the attempt to have his first full-length 
book approved, is a "farcical procedure." The conclusion 
seaa?t„r- e draws 1 from this, however, is a comolete "non 
-flre\ e «i "n naiBe l y ^ at ' rather than abject himself to a 
eccl-ii«M P r °? ' he i3 titled to publish without 

libeValiam ™S L approval « This is a typical oiece of 
^Catho cs" for a practlce w ^h has been followed by liberal 

book, for ecclesUs^^i ^ WSre happ * t0 SUbmit the \ r 
surprisingly to h* h censorship and continued, not 

favourable Urd-ct t?^ prov i ded that they received a 
they would immediaYoi i , e verdlct w *s negative , however, 
result of pre?u dlr . Y al i ege that this verdict was the 

therefore entitled to" nnKi-°u SC ^ ranti9m and that the Y were 
ied to Dut >lish without approval. But the fact 
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chapter 10. similar outrages are discussed in 
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Ls that it is of absolutely no moment whether the vp^i,* c 
ecclesiastical authority in assessing a book i 3 ineiaLn^ V 
unworthy motives or not; it is still Illegal to oZ u? Y 
work dealing w.th religious subiecTT^ithou? prior Too ova! 
of the Church's authorities. y approval 

And of course the fact that the diocesan censors of the 
ConciUar Church are unreliable - which we, it need hardly 
be said, should be the very last to dispute - is no guarantee 
that Davies's handpicked "well-qualified" priests are any 
more reliable. As it turns out, any reader who has oer- 
severed with us thus far and has seen the evidence of the 
preposterous farrago of heretical and otherwise pernicious 
rubbish that these priests have allowed him to include in his 
published writings is in a position to know that reliable 
they most certainly are not! But in a sense this is not the 
point, which is simply that, whatever the quality of the 
alternatives an author might believe to be available, he is 
quite definitely not permitted to presume that a work is 
orthodox simply because he cannot obtain a fair hearing from 
an ecclesiastical authority to settle the point. He may feel 
that precious jewels of wisdom will be unjustly and, from the 
point of view of the Church's interests, detrimentally 
withheld from the needy faithful; but that is God's problem, 
not his, if the author is going to rely on Davies's logic ; 
for Divine Providence, in its infinite wisdom, has permitted 
the enactment of the canon which is frustrating him. And we 
are not allowed to give God a helping hand by breaking His 
laws whenever we think He would want us to do so. 

We have stressed the words "if the author is going to 
rely on Davies's logic", for evidently what we have just said 
should not be misinterpreted as denying the fact that in some 
circumstances it can be permissible to publish without 
ecclesiastical approval. For instance, when it is likely to 
be of considerable benefit to souls that a particular truth 
be publicized and recourse to ecclesiast ical authority is 
impossible, a writer who had taken sufficient steps to ensure 
that his writings contained no error might prudently publish 
by virtue of eoikeia. The point being made here, however, is 
that Davies makes no claim to invoke such a Testification 
(and cannot invoke it, for he has access to those i who i he 
recognizes as having authority), but suggests that the , abuse 
of the authority which he mistakenly attributes to _ his 
diocesan bishop and censor*!™ justifies him ^tomatically in 
publishing with no approval whatsoever, in the face of the 
refusal to sanction his work of the authorities he recog 
nizes, thereby evincing utter contempt for the strict laws 
the Church. 

We opened this examination with the i u «tUicjtion given 
by Davies in p T John's Council, because to the best of 
knowledge it was there that he used ^ Cor the ti rsc 
But in fact that treatment of his was co«p«r«tive ly br 
did not directly treat the ^/J 1 seating of 
elsewhere in his writings, p a r t ic ula riy ^ ^ ^^ hQ 
"Archbishop" Lefebvre and the Society ot '. fi tion of his 
devotes space to ^tempting a complete °i expecting 

position. And, as our readers are by no P Da vies's 

attributes to these gentlemen, not the 
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,_■ - Q *n oaoe apoendix to Pope Paul' 3 New m » a ~ 
In ^^V/s what 'he calls "the right to resist TT^f; 
Davies analyses^ analys ig is a sloppy and inadequate 
of P ° We , r o'f a comolex subject, but even as Car as it goes U 
treatment on a com, . gg _ tn0 ugh far from inconvenient - 
iS vit h a iVh strikes at the very heart of the matter. This 
err0 °r i^-'Vu-Vin the following extract: 

"However, if - which God forbid - a pope did revoke 
the right of every priest to celebrate the Tridentine 
Mass, employing a form which left no doubt as to the 
Uriel legality of his action, would this mean that 
traditionalist priests would have no alternative but to 
celebrate the Novus Ordo Missae? This conclusion is by 
no means certain. Simply because an action is legal it 
does not follow that it is right. It is possible for a 
oerson in authority, even a pope, to act 'ultra vires', 
to abuse his authority. In such a case the faithful 
would have the right to resist." 

Davies seems not to realise the true meaning of the term 
"ultra vires", but his meaning is clear nonetheless. He is 
saying that whenever a person in authority abuses his 
authority by giving a command which, in the eyes of God, he 
ought not to have given, his subjects are entitled to refuse 
to comply with his order. And the same assertion recurs 
throughout the appendix and elsewhere in Davies's writings 
(e.g. his article entitled "Obedience" in The Angelus of 
December 1986) . 

It is completely untrue . It contrasts sharply with the 
doctrine of the Penny Catechism, St. Robert Bellarmine and 
Fr. Murray (which is also the doctrine of St. Thomas and 
every other Catholic authority) which we set out at the 
beginning of this section, since Oavies holds that the 
subject is entitled to disobey whenever the superior sins in 
giving t he command . Catholic doctrine, by contrast, as we 
have said, is that the subject is entitled (and obliged) to 
disobey only when he (the subject) would sin by obedience , 
evidently if a true pope were to command Catholic priests to 
say the Novus Ordo Missae they would indeed have to refuse to 
moAi «?n Ce f ? dlence would Evolve the commission of a 
a „ 1" > Ct ^veral). But if a pope, out of sinful 
?o s m" ^V tv : K comman ded priests of the Society of Jesus 

alternative hnf\ t D ° mlnican RUe ' the y WOUld haVS "° 

■in^ althou ^ h ^ pope would be 

the part of ?ne SL.h? command ' no sin would be involved on 
part ot the Jesuits in complying with it. 

Davies n re P m a ^ds 5 us 6 oV hU% "^ . b ° 0k ( P ° Pe Pau1 ' 3 NeW Ma39 ) ' 

Here he writes- »c\ r AV ' en v derin g of this point of doctrine. 

sincerely convinced I th»l I™ 30 stre *ses that if a man is 

^pleasing to God, he is h * Ms su P erlor commands is 
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command, the command is robbed of all f«. 

null.* 171 aU force a^ rendered 




On the basis of this ambiguous quotation from t-h* a „„w. 
unreliable Cardinal Newman'and of a handful 'o? '^ 
quotations from Catholic sources which in reality touch onW 
on the question of commands (and not of laws) which it would 
be sinful to obe^, Davies argues that Lefebvre is -justified 
not only in resisting the flagrant sacrilege of the Novus 
Ordo, but also in establishing seminaries throughout the 
world in defiance of the orders of the diocesan bishops in 
ordaining priests without the dimissorial letters required by 
Canon Law, in hearing confessions without jurisdiction, and 
so on. Obviously as soon as the necessary distinction is 
made between a command which involves a sin on the part of 
the superior and a command which involves a sin on the part 
of the subject , it is clear that Lefebvre's refusal to close 
his seminary and wind up the religious society which he 
founded, when called upon to do so by those whom he recog- 
nized as his ecclesiastical superiors, cannot be justified 
even on his own terms. 



The Case of Robert Grosseteste, Bishop of Lincoln 

As a supposed historical precedent for behaviour such as 
that of Lefebvre in disobeying papal laws and commands 
wholesale, Davies has more than once invoked the memory of 
England's great scholar-bishop, Robert Grosseteste (1170?- 
1253), for instance, in appendix III of Pope Paul's New Mass , 
and in appendix II of Apologia Pro Marcel Lefebvre , volume 1. 
Although "probably the most fervent and thorough-going 
papalist among mediaeval English writers," 172 nevertheless, 
when Pope Innocent IV attempted to command him to appoint 



171 * He repeats the same error in his Damphlet The 
Divine Constitution... (p. 31) where he asserts that the 
faithful "have the right to refuse to obey him (the pope) it 
they are convinced in conscience that a particular command 
will harm rather than build up the Mystical Body." The error 
is twofold. First, Davies turns the subject into the 



superior by constituting him judge of what ought to be done 
(imagine practising such "obedience" in any army at war. ) , 
whereas Catholic doctrine forbids the subject to judge a 




ag 

dispense) for the subject 
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A-*»tes to ecclesiastical offices, Grosseteste 
unworthy candidate* c 
defied him outspokenly. 

„t 19S0 when he was at least eighty years of age, 
-in 1250, wnen ^ ^^ ^ make h . g protegt> ^, 

he went to tne ^ onded by no body but his official, 
stood up aLon ^ there w . th hig cardinalg a ^ 

P0 °,! ,c n of his household to hear the most thorough and 
dement 'attack that any great pope ? c an ever have had to 
hear at the height of his oow.r. 

R.,t- with typical lack of the attention to detailed 
VTon which is always necessary in theological cont- 
r^'sy Davies has never demonstrated that the two cases are 
IZVv oarallel. Nor, in fact, could he have succeeded in 
doiiq so if he had tried, for they are not. What is 
fundamentally objectionable in Lefebvre's position (given his 
wrong-headed 7 acceptance of John-Paul II), and completely 
incompatible with Catholic doctrine, is not his refusal to 
obey an intrinsically immoral command - for instance, to say 
the Novus Ordo Missae - but his refusal to obey commands 
which, though they may appear to him to threaten harm to the 
Church and to be most ill-advised, are by no stretch of 
imagination intrinsically immoral - such as the command to 
wind up the Society of St. Pius X, coupled with his open 
disobedience to long-standing ecclesiastical laws (touching 
on the rights of ordinaries, for instance, and the require- 
ments for lawful Ordination). And although Grosseteste 
provides an excellent instance of a historical Catholic 
figure who defied a pope who issued a command which he 
(Grosseteste) considered it would have been patently immoral 
to obey, he certainly does not provide any precedent for 
opposing any command which it would not be intrinsically 
immoral to comply with; still less can it be claimed that he 
ever infringed any ecclesiastical law on any pretext 
whatsoever. 

His position is accurately stated by Pantin (loc. cit., 
p. 191):- 

"The problem of an unlawful command might seem to 
many a hypothetical or academic one; to Grosseteste, 
with his convi ction that any unworthy appointment to a 
cure of souls was a mortal cin, it appeared very real." 
( Emphasis added) ' 



conv 
P 



onvinc^ " UCIa \ j^tinction, between a command which one is 
/receota '\?«\* ^ * m ° rtal sin " "contrary to Christ's 
memorandum *■« m* Grosset este ' s own words taken from his 
a command W hich on^dee^ ^ in 125 ° ' t0 c ™*lY with, and 
issuing it but which f- * Sln on the ? art of the authority 
is what either Pii2« n 1S n0t int rinsically immoral to heed, 
him. " eludes Davi *s or is deliberately suppressed by 

SmeCence of the Ambroslan Rit-P 

Another historical 

Precedent for the dul!? ° de lnv °*ed by Davies as a 

•lists- to those whom ! h e ° e cont emporary "tradition- 

. h0m thev ^cognize as the lawfully 
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Uection of r es?ay^ C p V e ° W x ^^; introduction t0 Callus'- 



appointed successors of St. Peter iq i-h* .„* 

Catholics of Milan to abandon their 'ancient litur^ kn°o the 

^A* r0 5i:^V^J!l. E A VOU 5 ° f the Roman^Ue^On J^sSl 




Rite, and they eventually prevailed." What Davies Tails to 
tell as, however, makes this information ir releva^and 
destroys the intended parallel with the present situation- 
for although the oopes named by Davies - or rather we 
believe, their legates - wished the Milanese to switch to the 
Roman Rite, they never issued a command or a law requirinq 
them to. It is worth notinq that Popes Nicholas II and St 
Greqory VII, who both reiqned in the late eleventh century 
found the Milanese rebellious on matters much more serious 
than their liturqical preferences. The Milanese clergy were 
guilty of simony and concubinage almost to a man and at one 
point determined to embark on a schismatic rebellion against 
Rome. It was in their endeavours to reinforce proper 
ecclesiastical order in Milan that several popes wished to 
see the Roman Liturgy used there, and if the Milanese 
rejected the idea, this had as much to do with their general 
spirit of insubordination as with fidelity to tradition. 
Certainly no writer approved by the Church has ever held up 
the behaviour of the Milanese in this dispute as a model for 
the imitation of subsequent generations. 

When the Milanese took up arms - if the riot in question 
is appropriately so described - it was not in response to a 
papal initiative at all, but to an imprudent manoeuvre of 
Pope Euqene IV's legate, Cardinal Branda de Castiglione, who 
was promptly dismissed; so the Milanese situation provides no 
example whatever of resistance to papal jurisdiction except 
insofar as the Milanese fell into schism rather than abide by 
Catholic morality concerning their simony and concubinage - 
hardly an example that can be put forward by a Catholic 
writer for his readers to follow. 



What is a Law? 

In the same appendix in Pope Paul's New Mass, on page 
541, Davies makes another error on the subject of obedience 
due to laws of the Church. Purporting to summarize the 
teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas, he says: 

"A law can cease to bind without revocation on the 
part of the legislator when it is clearly harmf ul, 
impossible, or irrational. This is PY^?!}* "ceot 
a prelate commands anything contrary to Divine P^Pt- 
...St. Thomas... teaches that not only would the prelate 
mi; giving such an order but that anyone obeying him 
would sin. . . " 




the 

tly 
the 
law 
sou 
grounds on which Pope Pius VI condemne 



Evidently demonstrate *" au "Vr-h from ever promulgating a 
e Holy Ghost protects the ch ^ c * f /™ ^ J r harmful to 
w which is incompatible with the Fa ith . ^ q{ fche 
uls. indeed its denial of this trut ^^ 
j_ __ ..wj_w n « Dine VI condemned tne synuu 
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,c 7 8) Later in the passage quoted, 0avle 3 
(see Denzinger Bnrder " as though this were the subiect under 
refers to an orae ^ men tioned previously was a "law 

discussion wh « r " 9 r , e perfectly compatible with the Catholic 
Now it is of COUc_ * ^^ & pQDe ^ might give a comm 

Faith that a P r «"^' it wou ld be sinful to comply - "TnT-th e 
or order, * lt * wn iX omag goes no further than this - but it 
teaching of bt- ^^ go carelegs or so ignorant of his 

seems that uavie ag thoug h a law and a command were the 

9UbJe ^inn whereas "the former is a universal and permanent 
same thin ? ' and the latter no more than a particular and 

temporary one. 

On oage 203 of the first volume of Apologia Pro Marcej_ 
LefebvreJ Da'vies writes as follows: 

" ..even if it is conceded, for the sake of 
arqum-ntV that the Vatican had the law upon its side, it 
does not follow that the Archbishop was necessarily i n 
the wrong. There are many orthodox Catholics who evade 
the necessity of considering the Archbishop's case on 
its merits by reducing the entire question to one of 
legality. 'Archbishop Lefebvre is in breach of Canon 
Law,' they argue, 'therefore he is wrong.'" 

It should be noted in passing that it is sheer dis- 
honesty for Davies to suggest - "even if it is conceded, for 
the sake of argument" - that there is any question over 
whether or not Lefebvre is in breach of Canon Law. If, on 
the one hand, one accepts that the Holy See is vacant, the 
Society of St. Piu9 X has no legal existence, having been 
founded by the usurpers of the Conciliar Church. If, on the 
other hand, one acknowledges the validity of the pontificate 
of Paul VI, the society equally has no legal existence; it 
was suppressed by him and the right of a pope to suppress a 
religious society is unquestionable; and, as we have already 
seen, even in the famous case of the suppression of the 
Society of Jesus, which is generally recognized to have been 
a grossly misguided action, it was never, and has never been, 
suggested that the action was invalid and that the Society 
of Jesus continued to exist legally all along. Consequently, 
either way, Lefebvre's practice of "incardinating" those whom 
ne ordained into his non-existent Society, in order to avoid 
tne need for ditnissorial letters required by Canon Law, is 
nihor k e u 8malle8t justification, and Lefebvre's countless 
dUnnt-o ? 5 s f Canon Law are so blatant as to be beyond 
seminaripc , rt ', ln some cases " 9u ch as the erection of 
- he Sow niJ J tal y' Germany, the United States and Argentina 
ne does not himself deny that he is in breach of the law. 




<-'»e manner in whlnh i-w — uuuermine ic. uiven u..-- 

conducted const Ih?JL, Cd9e a 9 al n3t the Archbishop was 
entitled to resist." *" abU8e of P° w *r, then he was 



no 



Of course, this is not 



vestige of a r .. , an ar 9ument at all. It contains 
reasoning process. The law is indeed 
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Intended to uphold the Faith, but this can scarcely be taWon 
to imply that anyone who has a bright idea which in Ms view 
would advance the cause of the Faith is entitled to pursue it 
without regard to the prescriptions of the law. The law U 
necessary precisely because, without it, countless individual 
initiatives on behalf of the Faith would lead to nothing but 
a barren chaos. By contrast, the Church, like every well- 
ordered society, greatly prefers the evil, 3 uch as it is 
that some particular initiative which might have borne fruit 
should perish without ever seeing the light of day, to the 
much greater evil that disorder should be introduced into her 
mission. Once again Davies is making an assertion for which 
the only justification is his fundamental error on the 
doctrine of obedience to legitimate authority. Lefebvre was 
entitled to resist the man whom he publicly recognized as 
pope because the action against him constituted an abuse of 
power, Davies tells his readers. Disobedience is permissible 
whenever the superior sins in giving his command, is 
necessarily the underlying presumption. Emphatically, 
neither the assertion nor the assumption is true. And it is 
worth mentioning that, not surprisingly, Davies generally 
avoids stating this doctrine expressly and succeeds in giving 
the impression that it is authoritatively approved by 
confounding it with the wholly separate case in which the 
subject would sin if he were to obey. 

Later on the same page, Davies writes: 

"His [Lefebvre's] position is based upon one 
fundamental axiom [sic]: the action taken against him 
violates either Ecclesiastical or Natural Law, possibly 
both. If he is correct then his subsequent actions can 
be justified and the legality or illegality of sub- 
sequent Vatican decisions is irrelevant." 

The reasoning is rather elliptic in this passage, but it 
seems that what Davies is trying to indicate is this:- 

Durinq the period when Lefebvre's seminary and 
religious society were recognized by the Vatican, he 
was, 9 on his own premises, entitled to ordain priests 
from dioceses throughout the world >e t to Boon b 
bishops who were ready to accept any priest emanating 
from a seminary approved by the H Vat ^ an - Howe ^ 
various actions were taken against . hl ™ 7 eh th ° s s e 9 ^ i ^~ 
and by the ordinary of the diocese in whlc * J 1 * ""'"eh 
was located, some of »hich action. .pp«.red to breach 

ecclesiastical or natural law ™ ese act . l ° "i-ty, and 
in the suppression of the seminary and the -ci.ty, .^ 

the suspension of Lefebvre himseir _ no 

functions by the man ^■•"^ B ji "^titled to 
one can deny that a legitimat e pope societies he 

suppress whatever seminaries and "" 9 {£ u believes to be 
likes and to suspend any prelate whom he be i ^^ 

guilty of actions prejudicial to the goo dioce9 an 

Lefebvre then found himself in a P° 9l £ l ° a n c ^ p t for the 
bishops were no longer P re P are ° drained and ordained 
ministry in their dioceses P^ sts Vad the approval of 
at his seminary since J« "° l ° 8 ^.a h i..elf justified 
the Vatican. He therefore considere ched to no 

s?.r.r. l ^iiri o B r ^. B K.rs & ^ - .« «. 

Church. 
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instead 



r>\oce of reasoning in connection with civil 
^oTSKS*-' be as follows:- 

„»« running an efficient business, and makinq 
•sfactory UvV for himself and his family. n % 
isEaccory . ^ A nroceedinqs aqainst him on , 



office and evicts ..*»• 

So far on Davies's premises, the case parallels 
Lefebvre's' exactly. The conclusion, if we are to 
imitate Lefebvre's reasoning, is that the man i n 
nation, since he is the victim of an illegal and 
immoral process, is therefore entitled flagrantly to 
disregard all laws in the attempt to restore himself to 
the position which he has unjustly forfeited. Thus, for 
instance, it would appear that he would be perfectly 
entitled to beat a rich old lady over the head with a 
club and steal her savings since, evidently, once one 
person disobeys the law, the laws cease to have all 
relevance and validity! 

Nor can this analogy be in any way weakened by protest- 
ing that Lefebvre's actions, though illegal, are not as 
blatantly and monstrously so as the mugging of old ladies; 
for that is not the point. The point is that the only 
justification we are given for Lefebvre's crimes is that he 
is no longer bound by the law because he is himself the 
victim of its unjust application. And if we accept that the 
argument justifies Lefebvre in perpetrating his "socially 
acceptable" illegalities, we are obliged by the same token to 
admit the "right" of other victims of injustice to infringe 
the law in whatever way appeals to them, whether or not it be 
socially acceptable. 

Legal Minutiae 

Davies has not yet quite completed his case against the 
position of his "many orthodox Catholics." On page 204 he 
offers a final tactical suggestion as follows: 

"Those who condemn the Archbishop invariably ignore 
this fundamental axiom*174 and concentrate upon the 
ifinnnr? 1 "^ t ° f the sub ^quent sanctions. Those who 
Sontin,,»n \ r ? hbish °P "ill *> so most effectively by 
than allowinn e vi reCting Mention to this axiom rather 
endle? themselves to be diverted into futile and 

endless discussion on these legal minutiae." 

thatThe' mostWfp^f 00 ^ that Davie3 i3 rl 9 ht ln saying 
Lefebvre, would" ho ^~ tactic for those who support 
details of canon iJ/ efu8al to discuss the relevant 
general terms about how* wi° pon ^ lfic ate instead in very 
"t now Lefebvre himself is the victim of an 

174* 
a ir" with its re^erenc^ A° r 9tart ing this quotation "in the 
ft by quoting the axiom k *" axiom; but we cannot introduce 
*Ll*l tf ment ioned an a'xiom^ 6 ' « tra WlY. Davies has not, 
What he reoresents as an **< f 11 ln what corae8 before, 
action taken against (Lefph T U the allegation that "the 
ical or natural law po lb violat e9 either ecclesiast- 
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illegal process and how the law does not- ann , • 
situations. What he does not devote anv ,nSS Y - l " extrem e 
or anywhere else, to considering, howe^r ^U^k" h h U book ' 
tactic is honest or comoat ible wi th Caf'hn i< whe ^ er this 
Mind you, he would land himself in terrible Vi? f ? r \ nc . lple9 " 
he did this in any serious manner Tlo I'oAZTt^^ 
priority is to make a convincing case' no matter It hls 

So the truth it is and no matter h'o'w uns^Vuiou^ly^^ 
Su'Stra^egy'?" "° "° *°' U i8 di " lcult t0 '-d TaVt%ith 

As far as what he does say is concerned, oerhaps the 
only direct comment we need make on it is that, once man 
begins to sneer at "legal minutiae" and to insist that The 
only points relevant to discussion are those of morality - 
Divine law, not human law - he is already more than halfway 
into heresy; for, as we have seen, it is an article of faith 
that the Church has the right and power to supplement the 
Divine law and natural law by her own ecclesiastical laws, 
thereby rendering unlawful certain actions which would 
otherwise be lawful*' 7 ^ _ ag indeed she hag don6f for 
instance, by forbidding healthy Catholics over the age of 
seven to eat meat on Fridays. 

Davies does not say so in so many words of course, but 
it is evident nevertheless that, as far as he is concerned, 
the law of the Church has no value except insofar as he finds 
it personally congenial, and that, whenever he finds that 
Canon Law obstructs what he considers to be the correct 
course for "traditionalists" to follow, he will casually 
invoke the "higher law" of "faith". And since such an 
attitude makes each individual his own judge of when he may 
disobey the laws and legitimate commands of (those whom he 
recognizes as) ecclesiastical authority, it is of no 
consequence whatever if one who takes this line would never 
explicitly deny - indeed even explicitly admits - the 
existence of objective ecclesiastical law. In practice he is 
no more bound by his theoretical recognition of ecclesiast- 
ical authority than a Protestant is bound to believe the 
contents of the Bible. And if the chaos to which private 
judgement has reduced Protestantism in its interpretation of 
Scripture can correctly be called anarchy - as it surely can 
- the term is no less apDropr iately applied to those who 
subject the laws of the Church to a simultaneous process of 
"private interpretation" and "higher criticism." 



175* . If anyone say that the baptized are free from the 
Precepts of the'church , whether written or handed Jo-n f .o 
that they are not bound to observe them unless «ey . 

tarily subject themselves thereto, let hin > * a 
(Council of Trent, Canon 8 on Baptism, Denzinger 864) 



CHAPTER MINE 

;afe mrri"'" sacr»ment»l theology 

■Beware lest any nan cheat you by philosophy and 
^"deceit." (Colossus 2:8) 



I ntroduction 

gs on Catholic subjec 
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h,k v**t bulk of Davies's writings on Catholic subject 
. w l^nt the worst "abuses" of the Conciliar Churo, 
elt !lliv,e "he theological questions raised by the "reforms" 
or analv *f .^Ihe wake of Vatican II. Since the changes in 
^e" ftua s'f the seven sacraments are the most evident and 
inescapable features of the Conciliar Church, the majority of 
iavi-s's theological analyses have been devoted to sac- 
ramental theology and as a result he has acquired a certain 
amount of knowledge about that sublet, some of it derived 
from reliable sources and some of it from sources which are 
much less reliable. And unfortunately, while the sources 
which are unreliable lead him into catastrophic errors, one 
thing which they do not do is prevent an appearance of 
confident erudition, an appearance which characterizes all 
Davies's writings on this subject; and the resulting 
combination of error dressed up with specious scholarship is 
pernicious to an extent which it would be hard to exaggerate. 

It would be a desoerately laborious task both for 
ourselves and our readers if we were to assess everything 
that Oavies has written about sacramental theology, and 
rather than attempt it, we think that we shall have served 
our readers adequately if we limit our considerations to a 
sample of four major topics. What we shall be able to show 
in our examination of these four topics will be more than 
enough to expose gross deficiencies in Davies's sacramental 
knowledge, and we hope that our readers will then take the 
obvious step of forming, from his treatment of the topics we 
analyse, the judgement - which we assure them is justified 
- that this treatment is representative of his competence 
throughout the field of sacramental theology. 

« f +J hQ four tooics whic h we have selected, each of which is 
of the utmost gravity, are these: 

(A) The validity of the Orders of Marcel Lefebvre. 

ation (B) The validit y of th ® 1968 new rite of Ordin- 

partiiui , |ir Th r!f theorY ° f 3a cramental validity, with 



(D) 



The validity of the Novus Ordo Mis 



ut nonetheless e ser^nl E) WUl treat of a few less momentous, 
hich do not fall in?! i erro /s which we cannot oass over and 
1 Lnt ° an Y of the other four categories. 
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Chapter Ni ne Section fai 
The Validity of the Order, of M. , cel Le fp hvro 

For some years an argument has been in circulat-i™ a 
-traditionalists" to the effect that -ArchM qhnn ? Vl! 0ng 
does not have valid Orders and that priests emanation T™ 
his seminaries are not therefore vaUdly ordained IT 
such as the late Dr. H.M Kellner, take the" vYew that th£ ts 
completely definite and that Lefebvre's Orders and all 
Orders emanating from him, are certainly invalid' Other* 
regard Lefebvre's Orders and those emanating from him as 
doubtful. A much larger third group, needless to mention 
has maintained that these opinions are quite unfounded and 
that the Orders of Marcel Lefebvre himself and of those 
ordained by him are indubitably as valid as those of the 
Apostles themselves. Before embarking on our own assessment 
of this dispute, and especially of the efforts of Michael 
Davies towards resolving it, we should emphasize that, be he 
validly ordained and consecrated or not, Lefebvre is 
certainly not a member of the Catholic Church, as he is in 
communion with the heretical Conciliar Church, and indeed it 
is difficult to see how he has not been outside the Church 
since Vatican II, at which he publicly signed, for instance, 
the decree on ecumenism which he himself now admits to be 
heretical (interview published in the Catholic Crusader , 
November 1984). And the consequence of this is that all 
Orders conferred by him since that time have been illegit- 
imately conferred and received; hence, those ordained by him 
cannot not lawfully exercise their Orders, even if the 
Orders in question are certainly valid, until they have 
publicly dissociated themselves from Lefebvre and his 
Society; and even then they are in a position far different 
from that of priests who were regularly ordained before the 
council, for they can minister only within the terms of Canon 
2261 of the 1917 Code which allows priests who are irregular 
to function, in certain, specified circumstances, for the 
good of the faithful. 

But the subject being treated at the moment is not 
lawfulness; it is validity. The argument leading to the 
conclusion that Lefebvre's Orders are doubtful or invalid is 
based upon the fact that Lefebvre was ordained a priest by 
the man who was later to become Cardinal Achille Lienart and 
was also to be the principal bishop of the three who took 
part in his episcopal Consecration in 1947. L *-? na J* was v a 
high-ranking Freemason, the argument proceeds, and this maKes 
it unlikely, in the view of some, or impossible, in the view 
of others, that he should have had the intention of doing 
the Church does, and at the very least probable that he would 
have had a positive contrary intention thus i" vall ^ tl "* riB the 
sacrament, even if he had used the correct matter and form. 




the thirtieth degree by 1924 
To a vo 



>id any risk of -understanding ww 
declare expressly at the outset that J5 rc h u b r i S s ^p- Lefebvre 
question the validity of the Orders of ^ b ^ P e5pecia llY 
or of those derived from him. We emphasize this esp 
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,- wp have expressed doubts on the subject 
because in the past we _ ^^ which h ld ag a reg 

in our Published -"ting ^ tha tlme (despite having rea , 
of the fact that we 1ect an d discussed it by letter with 

many articles on tne fc fche wor id , includ i ng with 
many individuals z s ^ iety of st . Plus X ) encountered any 
representatives oc ation of the case presented by those 




eerycoMnt indeed, does not, in fact, hold water. 

Now it so happens that this is exactly the position held 
k« Mirhapl Davies, who maintains, no less firmly than we do 
ourselves 6 that iefebvre has validly received all four Minor 
orders and all four Major Orders, culminating in his valid 
episcopal Consecration in 1947. And this being the case, 
readers may reasonably be asking themselves why we have 
selected as our first example of Davies's theological 
ineptitude his writing on a question the answer to which we 
believe he has got 100% right. The reason is simdy that, 
although Davies gets the answer to the question right, he 
gets nothing else whatever right about it. In particular, he 
uses a series of invalid arguments; he tells outright lies 
both about theology and about matters of easily ascertainable 
non-theological fact, such as whether a particular author 
holds a particular opinion or not; he invents facts to suit 
his case and browbeats his readers by his usual tactics of 
sneering at the opposing case instead of substantiating his 
own position; and, in short, his defence of Lefebvre's Orders 
is so appalling from every point of view that it not only 
does not validly prove the conclusion he reaches, but makes 
it almost a psychological impossibility for anyone who is 
aware of the extent of its feebleness and dishonesty to 
believe that the conclusion it defends could nevertheless be 
true despite Davies's defence of it. We certainly know of 
people who might never have questioned Lefebvre's Orders if 
Davies had remained silent but who have gone to their graves 
in doubt of them as a result of the shattering and sickening 
experience of studying Davies's articles arguing in favour of 
their validity. 




of shamelessly invima falsehoods to support a series 

the position he puroort/FT 1 * 8 and entirely misrepresents 
is evident that he is if e °PP° 3i ng into the bargain, it 

same infernal fiends who™ l "^ f , avour8 to "Yone except those 
ot *er writings al ao « * deli 9 h ts so much by many of his 
doubted Lefebvre's o r 'd P r«° m ? 1 , few who ml 9*t otherwise have 
case and will accept thi™ U be d *ceived by his spurious 
what of those who w ake QD /' Valld ' But on the other hand, 
Davies's facts and th* I 8 ° me 0r a11 of the dishonesty of 
weakne8s of his case? Evidently they 



will tend strongly to suppose that a proposition m. 
public «nd superficially scholarly defence of Jhichu^ 
unworthy of credence, is incapable of more imnr. < 

tney n dtdr d must thereeore be fai9e - wh ° •o' o iS , bi l .". p e r ;hi l re 

But we are anticipating ourselves somewhat, for whether 
someone could be blamed, on Investigating Davies's defence of 
Lefebvre 's Orders, for concluding that the opposite position 
must be the right one, is something that can be judged only 
by looking at that defence steo by steo and contrasting it 
with reality. This we now invite our readers to do; and to 
assist them in assessing Davies's case obiectively, w» shall 
at this point remain steadfastly silent as to the arguments 
which do not appear in Davies's case and which, in our view, 
would have substantiated his conclusion had he used them! 
These considerations we shall defer until after Davies's 
arguments have been looked at and exposed, and readers have 
been able to ask themselves, after the denouement of this 
theological farce, what conclusion a person of integrity 
would tend towards after reading them. 

It was about seven years ago that Davies embarked on 
his attempt to defend the validity of the Orders of "Arch- 
bishop" Lefebvre, which he did in two articles orinted, on 
this side of the Atlantic, in Approaches, Nos . 71 and 72. In 
the first of these articles he opens by claiming that the 
allegations that the founder of the Society of St. Pius X was 
neither priest nor bishop had emanated from a "malicious 
campaign to discredit Archbishop Lefebvre," and declares that 
Lienart's supposed Masonic affiliation "is based totally on 
hearsay and that there is no supporting evidence which will 
be acceptable in a court of law." 

This is how he summarizes his position on this point: 

"I had therefore concluded that the case against 
the Cardinal (Lienartl was no more than a gratuitous 
allegation some time before the question of Archbishop 
Lefebvre' s Orders had been raised. Thus the whole case 
against the validity of the Archbishop's Orders is based 
upon an unproven basic premise. As there is no concrete 
evidence that Cardinal Lienart was ever a Mason, there 
is clearly no reason for questioning the validity of his 
Ordination. " 

Reasonable though this summary may appear at first 
sight, Davies, while for once not saying a single thing which 
is actually false, is nevertheless doing the next best or 
rather worst - thing and is engaging in "suppress 10 ve ri ( in 
other words, the suppression of Pertinent truths » ° n * her ^ 
scale. Here are some of the truths which he shamelessly 
conceals: 

(i , Lefebvre himself, who had most reason to deny 
it, has explicitly and °. n ™ ore '£?? °e oC de la 
admitted his »«?" Vhlt Uen.rt was affiliated to 
Franquerie's assertion that Lienart 

Freemasonry. 

(ll ) Lienart's behaviour ^^circlm^n^ 
and cardinalatial career ^JLt ion since ^ piayed a 
evidence supporting th ^ r ¥vVn .therefore, that the 
crucial role in Vatican II. bl ' tne church is an 

Masonic olot to humiliate and destroy 
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J Kiat-nrical fact and that Lienart's actions 
Mc W calculated to further these aim., t |£ 
r / e . ho Le against the "cardinal" was "no more 



establis 

were P ei --. rage againsc tuc v-ai^*.—*. « aa no mc 
view that the^case a 9 iegatlonll .^ fcQ gay fche ^^ ^ 

very" ""charitable" one. 

,:<{) The Marquis de la Franquerie is, despite the 

.. iAL of his position vis-a-vis the Concili ar 

ambivalence the greatest living expert on the 

rr/o-Mas^nic cVnsoiracy against the Church, being now 
judaeo Masonic ^ ^ having been ^ in hig youfc ^ 

of tne right-hand men of the late Mgr. Jouin, founder 
1* director of the Ant i - Judaeo-Mason ic League and 
HH-nr of its Deriodical the International Review nf 
lecret Soci eties . He has thus been aware of Free- 
masonry's inroads into the senior hierarchical positions 
in the Church from the time when they were just 
beqinning and when, incidentally, there still remained 
in elevated positions in the Church men who were well 
aware of what was happening and determined to oppose it 
by every means at their disposal .*' /b For instance, it 
is on record that Mgr. Jouin knew of the involvement of 
Cardinal Rampolla in Freemasonry at the highest level 
whilst Rampolla was still alive (he died during the 
reign of Pope Pius X) at a time when almost no one else 
did, although historians are increasingly coming to 
acknowledge it. 

(iv) Moreover, in assessing the credibility of de 
la Franquerie's allegation that Lienart was a Mason, 
Lefebvre would also have been able to draw on the 
evidence of his close acquaintance with Lienart, who not 
only had ordained him, consecrated him and been his 
ordinary for some time, but even hailed originally from 
the same oart of the world as Lefebvre - the diocese of 
Lille in France. And the fact that his personal 
knowledge of Lienart in no way inhibited his acceptance 
of the accuracy of de la Franquerie's allegation 
certainly provides negative evidence in its favour. 

Thus Davies's suggestion that there is no concrete 
evidence is shown to be unfounded. Much more realistic is 
nis claim that the evidence of Lienart's affiliation would 
if e »nnn?°K 9 \ t0 SeCUre a convi ction in a court of law. But 
and *h-f t 00 strongly emphasized that this is irrelevant, 
needed * ft Percent conclusive oroof is simply not 

Evidence su ?h° Se L * Eebvre, s Orders to question. The 
every prudenf r*L ^ U ' is c ^tainly sufficient to make 

that Y Li P e r n ar t was a Maso "'V* " M at l6aSt * likelih °°4 

enemy of the ChurnS a , nd a con3ciou9 infiltrator and 

sufficient to 1 ' * nd that livelihood is certainly 

cient to require us to examine with great care the 




i.. e to say the least, not .^iAVX^;'?^ 

Thus far we have shown thah nat»i« D 

facts fro- hi. readers and Uef invaUd n ^e cef^X 
rnoi 9 S h°to t b h e e e e xros:dTo. WhiCh ^ C °" 3ide " "' -I.V".^ 

Would a Freemason Ordain Validly 

Continuing his article, Davies then asserts that, even 
if it were accepted "for the sake of argument" that there 
have been some Masonic bishops, *177 thig doeg not suopl 
sufficient reason to doubt the validity of Orders conferred 
by them. That Ordination or episcopal Consecration conferred 
by a Mason would be unlawful he acknowledges; but that they 
would be anything other than definitely valid he denies. 
Even, therefore, if Lienart had been a Freemason - which 
Oavies regards as a gratuitous suggestion - this would not 
have prevented him from conferring valid Orders; so there is 
no reason to doubt the validity of Lefebvre's Orders. We now 
quote Davies directly: 

"The standard theological manuals state that ?or 
the Sacrament of Order the ordaining bishop must have 
the habitual intention of doing what the Church does and 
the ordinand (person being ordained] must have a least 
the habitual intention of receiving the sacrament. An 
actual intention of the will takes place when there is 
an actual advertence of the mind to what is being done, 
but for sacramental validity a habitual or virtual 
intention is normally adequate... In order to admin- 
ister a sacrament validly the minister requires neither 
faith nor the state of grace nor holiness of life. He 
need not believe that the Catholic Church is the true 
Church; nor that what the Church teaches concerning a 
particular sacrament is true; nor that the sacrament 
will effect what the Church teaches it will effect; he 
need not even believe in God or that the administration 
of the sacrament will have any effect at all. Further- 
more, even if the minister is a heretic and Lntends to 
act not as the Catholic Church acts but as his own 
denomination does, believing his own denomination to be 
the true Church, his intention is sufficient providing 
that he does not specifically exclude what is essential 
in the sacrament. 

"...Thus, for a sacrament to be invalid the 
minister must have what is termed 'a pos itive ^contrary 
intention', i.e. he would have to make a clear and 



17 7<t _ . . _,_,- -u.... fhic nrMumotion is made only 
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deliberate resolution not to do what the Church does i n 

the sacrament." 

-hi* ooint Oavies is representing Catholic 

UD tC \ \hPoloqy reasonably accurately. His only 
sacramental tn ®°* u |* hig statement that "for sacramental 
substantial erro ^ virtual intention is normally 

validity ? f nl altho ugh a virtual intention is usually 
adequate, tor certainly not true of an habitual 

adequate, the same is ^ ^^ explain £n dT£clT?T 

inte "^ «ppauirpments...for Valid Performance of a Sacrament" 
tnat - a' habitual intention is not sufficient - (Moral 
that ...an from thls manifestation of his 

^mr^onorance and carelessness, the substance of what 
usual ignorance a ionably true , and one of the 

UoUcations that follow from what he has told us is that, 
ver an's beliefs may be, they need not prevent him 

from validly administering a Catholic sacrament. Thus a 
bishop who loses his faith is not thereby rendered unable to 
confer valid Orders. The Orders which he confers will, as 
Davies says, be invalid only if he forms a "positive contrary 
intention" by making up his mind that he wants the sacrament 
to be invalid or is determined to exclude that which the 
Church wishes to effect by, and believes is effected by, the 
sacrament of Order. 

Unaccustomed though we are to using Davies as a witness 
to the truth, we draw attention at this point to the fact 
that what he has said is quite sufficient to refute the 
views, or rather dogmatic assertions, of such writers as the 
late Dr. Hugo Kellner, who, it may be remembered, maintained 
that a Freemason is incapable of validly conferring Orders. 
But once again we are bound to point out that Davies's 
theology, although perfectly correct, is not relevant to the 
mainstream case against him, namely that of those who do not 
contend that a Freemasonic bishop cannot validly ordain or 
consecrate, but do maintain that he is likely not to. Davies 
is hoping his readers will overlook here the point that a 
bishop who is a Freemason is a totally different kettle of 
fish from one who lives in concubinage or even has lost his 
faith. This is because one who sins through weakness has no 
reason to sin further by deliberately framing his Intention 

n ° h i ulllf y c his sacraments, and still less motive has an 
unbeliever for doing the same because he does not believe in 
makP .nJTVl efEect an Y h °w, or that his intention will 

Uation y whi,h enC6t0 lt " But freemasonry i* an organ- 
then would i, nT Plr t S malici ™sly to harm the Church: why 
deprive the Char Z~< t0 invalidate sacraments in order to 
could not be rol V,° f . grace? Certainly a Masonic cleric 



f the Ch, \ n \V 0d faith ' for no cleric could b 
Freemasonry L »JL ? teachl "9 and laws concerning 
*._- r • °° a man who uao «<_..-!. , ._ . _t_ j_„^ Q a 
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Lefebvre's Orders. For the time being we omit it *« 
also his introduction of the analogy f >?"chbl,h«nV e fc 
who performed ordinations in th* Cathol rf^ 'T'' 

harbouring heretical disbelief in the T Catholir Vu te , Wh l le 
the priesthood. We have already n 0te ? X£ th? ™° 9Y H? f 
acceptance of these Orders as vaUd is not relevant to .h' 
case of a Freemason who is not a disbeliev er in \Z nVL!* 6 
hood, but an enemy of the priesthood ^^ P^est- 

Passing over these topics, we come directly to that part 
of Davies's article in which he simultaneously, finally and 
entirely carts company with both honesty and with orthodox 
doctrine. Here is how he introduces it: 

"However, let us adopt the extreme position. Let 
us assume that a Masonic bishop has infiltrated the 
Church with the avowed intention of harming Her by 
introducing a positive contrary intention into Ordin- 
ation ceremonies, and hence afflicting the Church with 
invalidly ordained priests and bishops. There is a 
possibility that by forming such an intention he could 
invalidate the Ordination of a priest. But this would 
not be the case in the Consecration of a bishop since 
Pope Pius XII promulgated his Apostolic constitution 
Episcopalis Consecrationis on November 30th 1944. 

"Up to that time, although a single bishop could 
perform a Consecration validly he was normally required 
to be assisted by two other bishops, but it was not 
clear whether or not they were co-consecrators. However 
Pope Pius declared that '-in the fullness of our 
Apostolic Authority .. .the two Bishops who by ancient 
disposition, according to the prescriptions of the Roman 
Pontifical, assist at the Consecration, must also 
"consider" themselves consecrating Bishops with the same 
Consecrator and from now on must be called "co-consec- 
rators" . ' 

"THIS MEANS THAT FOR AN EPISCOPAL CONSECRATION 
PERFORMED SINCE 30TH NOVEMBER 1944 TO BE INVALID *LL 
THREE BISHOPS MUST HAVE FORMED A POSITIVE CONTRARY 
INTENTION NOT TO DO WHAT THE CHURCH DOES IN THE 
SACRAMENT OF~ORDER. TO PUT IT MILDLY, THE CHANCES OF 
THIS HAPPENING ARE SOMEWHAT REMOTE." [Davies's emphasis 
throughout] 

Consecration "Per Saltum" 

The above argument is a completely valid one if it is 
considered in isolation from the circumsta nces to which 
Davies intends it to apply. Indeed we readily concede that 
it would clinch Davies's case if the only point at issu e was 
whether Fr. Lefebvre had been validly consecrated b ishop 
But there"! in fact a much more ^" d » m h en r ta i r qu ^^ r was 
must first be established: namely whet ,er «£ *£J V J« his 
ever validly ordained priest in ^* fl "J p ^^ opal consec- 
priestly Ordination is questions ^' h ^ e ^ bl Zhed that a 
ration will be no less so unless it canbeestaoi 
layman can be validly consecrated blsh °P "i^J a ^ steo. It 
received the priesthood as a necessary interme diate st^ ^_ 
would evidently be of no avail f ° r u LeteDV ^f , of t hem with a 
secrated by ten or a hundred t> i s hops , a 1 1 ot dition to 

correct intention, if he lacked a necessary pre 
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the validity oe episcooal Consecration by never having been 
vaUdlY made a priest. 

This raises two questions: 

, . Ts th ere any reason to doubt the validity f 
Le febvri's Ordination as a priest? 

(b) Can a person who is not a priest validly 
receive episcopal Consecration? 

m fhp first question the answer is straightforward, 
for as already 'mentioned, the bishop responsible for 
I'-nfnn him a priest was Lienart, the same individual who 
wafia er to consecrate him and upon the sufficiency of whose 
mention considerable doubt has been cast Hence there 
rprtainlv is a question mark hanging over the validity of 
Lefebvre's oTdination. And if we cannot be sure that he was 
ever a priest, we certainly cannot be sure that he was ever a 
bishop, unless it can be proved that the priesthood is not a 
necessary stepping-stone to the episcopate. 

But here Davies has anticipated us, and he answers this 
objection as follows: 

"A question could arise here as to whether a man 
who had not received valid priestly Ordination could be 
validly consecrated as a bishop. The answer is that 
under the present Code of Canon Law it is forbidden to 
receive a higher Order without those which precede it, 
i.e. Ordination per saltum.* 1 ^ This iaw is not 
invalidating; but one who has maliciously, i.e. mala 
fide [in bad faithl, received an Order per saltum is 
ipso facto suspended from the exercise of the Order 
received (Canon 2374). Obviously there would be no 
question of mala fide[s] in an ordinand who had honestly 
believed himself to be receiving valid priestly 
Ordination from a man who had formed a secret positive 
contrary intention not to ordain him. There is only one 
Sacrament of Order and episcopal Consecration has the 
effect of giving it to the bishop in its fullness. 

"Indeed in the early centuries those chosen as 
bishops were sometimes consecrated without previous 
priestly Ordination." 

elusion: U thiS argument whic * leads Davies to his con- 

DOUBt'Ibc^t 1 .,?. T, HERBF0R E NOT THE SLIGHTEST ROOM FOR 
OWN Srder n Sin? 8 VALIDI ™ OF ARCHBISHOP LEFEBVRE'S 
UWN ORDERS OR THOSE CONFERRED BY HIM." 

just saU ^ wen arn r ^ aders ma Y agree that what Davies has 
indeed, if thev dirt n^V. and a PP ear s completely reasonable, 
hope they are beainni * Davies '* writings as well as we 
thinking that it is i conclusiV' th6Y ° 0Uld be for * iven f ° r 

the theological jargon "uaili V* , Latln for " b Y a 1 um P" and U 
order without having re * < \° deal 9n a te the reception of an 
Precede it. - j.s.d. ecelved the order that would normally 



Bat there is a problem. This is simply that of wh^v, 
wh at Davie, has told us about the validity of the Consec- 
ration of bishops "per saltum", and about the practico of 
such Consecrations in the early centuries, is in fact true. 

On 31st December 1980, shortly after he had first read 
the article from which we have just quoted, N.M.G. wrotp to 
Davies. Drawing attention to the assertion, at the end" of 
Davies's piece on Lefebvre's Orders, that "there is not the 
slightest room for doubt" regarding their validity, he 
pointed out that this assertion depended on the premise 'that 
episcopal Consecration received "per saltum" is definitely 
valid, whereas this crucial leg of the argument was in fact 
the only assertion in Davies's article for which he adduced 
no evidence. At the same time, N.M.G. drew Davies's 
attention to what is recorded in the Divine Office for the 
feast of St. Ambrose. This saint was consecrated bishop of 
Milan, after having been elected to this office while still a 
layman; but although this happened as early as the fourth 
century, he nevertheless had to receive all the minor Orders 
and all major Orders in sequence before his episcopal 
Consecration . N.M.G. closed his letter as follows: 

"The point is that, on the face of what I have 
found, the evidence contradicts you rather than supports 
you; and it seems to me that for there to be, as you 
claim, 'not the slightest room for doubt,' you must have 
some evidence which very clearly and unmistakably 
overrides what I have come up with. 

"I wonder, therefore, if .you could very kindly give 
it to me. Obviously a list of the bishops so con- 
secrated [i.e. without previous priestly Ordination] 
together with proof that it happened, or a quotation by 
one of the early Church Fathers that it was^a common or 
occasional practice, would be very adequate." 

To this letter Davies replied on 12th January 1981 
promising to write a clarification on the subject of 
Ordination "per saltum" in the next number of Approaches. He 
also added a few comments on the evidence for Lienart s 
membership of Freemasonry and the difficulty of eliciting a 
formal ruling from the Holy See on the subject of eP^copal 
Consecration "per saltum" and several ° th % f 9ub ^ n c v t9 ''tA*!' 
what he did not do in his letter was to of fer '"V?; 1 *^ 
that episcop.T- Consecrati o n "per saltum" is def "^ely valid 
- notwithstanding the t» <* that this was the soie sublet ot 
the enquiry which N.M.G. ha d made to him. 

N M G then wrote to him again on 14th January 1981, 
firstVhankinT^* for his letter, and ther ' -turning to the 
main subject of his earlier letter, as follows. 

bishop's own Orders, «%c. .. 'because episcop ( . f 

ration has the effect of ^"."oDacy and 'indeed in 
it is lacking) as well as th V h P oa eS as bishops were 
the early centuries those chosen as K riest i Y 

sometimes consecrated without previou 
Ordination. ' 
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aa ree that I have fairly summarized ( an d 
.ccrl&yV* -xere appropriate, the position^ 
took? 

nTf co T ask you to support what you have stated 
M be a f fart with evidence. You say that there is no 
I i Vfinition on the matter, so that your statement 
IVTerta J »u-t rest on the evidence of Consecratio 
° f " t devious Ordination having definitely happened, 
^ch evidence either being of a specific individual to 
!hnm it clearly and to everyone's agreement did happen, 
nr oerhaps'a statement by one of the Fathers that it was 
a customary, or infrequent, or whatever, occurrence. 



After reading of Davies's way of dealing with unwelcome 
correspondence in chapter 3 of this Dossier , our readers will 
surely not be astounded, though they may well be disgusted, 
when we tell them this letter received no reply. 

On 6th February N.M.G. wrote to Davies once more to 
check that he had received the letter and offering to send 
him another copy if it had gone astray. This letter did 
elicit a reply. Dated 13th February, it was of some length, 
opening with an apology for the delay in replying, which 
Davies blamed on his backlog of letters, and continuing with 
a number of other points. He then repeated the argument 
which he had produced in his original article in Approaches 
- to the effect that the contrary intention is never presumed 
when the correct matter and form are used - and followed this 
by asserting, pompously, that: 

"As far as I am concerned, T am not prepared to 
take the possibility that Mg r . Lefebvre's Orders are 
invalid any more seriously than I am the claim of 
Clemente of Palmar de Troya that he is the PoDe, or that 
Paul VI was kidnapped and replaced by a man with a 
rubber face mask." 

„■■!., °" C i e . a ? a1 "' nav * as had made no attempt to address the 

u" IL -■! 3b0Ut Which h * had b * e " questioned . In other" 

pSbUclv ^^ qU /ll ioned as t0 the basi s on which he had 
doSb t •\Tr t :L t ^ nthere was not the slightest room for 
smalle'st scrL^f edl 7 * nd consistently offered not the 
any time - lit °\ evid ence that the Church had even once at 
the validity of ?£ e " son,etime3 "^ as he stated - recognized 
previously b M «,5 • Consecration of a bishop who had not 
i ueen oraained priest. 




during the'c^trove^^"** 10 " per 9altum wa9 ral V H 
r9y c °ncerning Anglican Orders which 



was settled by the bull Aooqi-r>i i^ a <* n 

lecture delivered befor e ' ^ DU U b^V " l " 6 ' In a 
in 1896, a ce lebrated Anglican litVr"- PUbUahed 
Brightman, referred to the matter ( <? p ^ 2 ' P ' E ' 
1958, p.38).*179 Brighton " „ ( J of ' ill * 4ltl ° n ' 
liturgical authorities in the Rn B n. " °\ he neatest 
his research into 4rly 1 i tuJalif?^ 1 " 9 WOrld arv3 
Catholic and Protestant historian^ "^"V^ by b ° th 

iff.* a s j&surira i^S-S 

inadequate, the same could not be said of the Form til 
Ordination as a bishop. Catholic theologians accepted 
that it could be an adequate form. He wrot-f ' 
clear that for something like ten centuries it was not 
uncommon for deacons to be consecrated directly to the 
episcopate... Therefore, even if the English Church did 
not ordain true presbyters, it would not follow that it 
has no priests or otherwise affect the Order of th-» 
Episcopate.'" 

So one of the main "authorities" that Davies relies on 
to support his belief about "Ordination per saltum" is not 
even a member of the Catholic Church at all: he is a 
Protestant! Davies expects his readers to give credence on a 
complex theological issue to the view of F.E. Brightman whose 
qualifications entitling him to our intellectual submission 
are that, a life-long member of the Church of England, his 
mind was never at any time since he attained the use of 
reason enlightened by supernatural faith, and was, indeed, 
utterly darkened both by ignorance of a large part of Divine 
revelation and by the gross errors in which his sect had 
enmeshed him from his youth. And, for Heaven's sake, 
Brightman's utterly false general religious position is not 
the only factor demanding that his testimony be dismissed 
from consideration. He was also a clergyman - a "priest", as 
he would have put it - of the Church of England, and the 
very words of his that Davies quotes were written in the 
context of a defence of the absurd thesis that the Church of 
England possesses a valid sacramental priesthood. As a High 
Churchman Brightman obviously had a vested interest in 
defending his own "priesthood" and this is yet another reason 
for us to be sceptical of what he says in the cause of 
maintaining something that the Catholic Church has ruled to 
be false; and his contention that it was for ten centuries 
not uncommon for deacons to be consecrated directly to the 
episcopate is a central plank of his case. 

But of course it cannot be denied that facts are facts 
whatever the source from which they reach us, and we should 
certainly be obliged, and therefore unhesitatingly ?"?*«?' 
to give due weight to any evidence which B ^ ht ™ an nu m . ig ^ 
produce in support of his assertion. But we are not .put to 
this trouble: Brightman does not cite a single a^h^Y for 
what he alleges or mention a single instance of Ordination 
"per saltum" in history. 

This lack of evidence might dismay^ ^f^lll 




179. o. vl „ inadvertently omits the titie of *<*%£>£ 
work: it is --> nations ^ »"" **«* to ^" h -^£t- 
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v in«v And we need only Observe that, i n doinq 
Catholic theology. * inly she d light on his own character 
thiTTDivies ha n s . c ; dvance d his readers' knowledge on the 
though h « h " ."copal Consecration per saltum in even the 
subiect oE epis^f 
smallest degree. 

Let as return to his article: 

-Pooe Leo XIII referred to this possibility i n 
, «efrnlicae Curae, but stated that the possibility f 
Anglican bishops ' being ordained per saltum was not 
relevant as their rite for the Consecration of a bishop 
• £3 ju it as invalid as that for Ordination to the 
priesthood. " 

Pope Leo did indeed refer in his bull to the argument 
that the Church of England could possess valid episcopal 
Orders if their form for episcopal Consecration were valid. 
This argument depends both on the validity of the Anglican 
formula of Consecration and on the belief that "per saltum" 
Ordination is valid; and Pope Leo dismissed it on the basis 
that their Consecration formula is not valid. But he 
certainly did not concede that "per saltum" Ordination is 
valid, for he did not suggest at all that Anglican episcopal 
Orders would be valid if their Consecration formula were 
adequate. He simply made no comment on this subject. Nor 
can this come as any surprise. The truth of the matter,* 180 
despite Davies's alleged certainty, is that the point is a 
matter of dispute even among very learned theologians. As 
Pope Leo XIII had a definite argument to refute the pretences 
of the Protestants on this topic, he would naturally have had 
no purpose in weakening the argument agreed on by all 
Catholic theologians, by adding that episcopal Consecration 
per saltum may be invalid. 

So his silence cannot be construed as altering in the 
slightest degree what had been the Church's position long 
before he wrote, and has remained so ever since - namely, 
that the validity of episcopal Consecration conferred upon 
those who have not been validly ordained to the priesthood is 
doubtful, and is thus not a matter on which any Catholic may 
lay down the law to another. Against this background, let us 
now take up Davies's article which is devoted to vindicating 
?hp«i C «- lm 'u in this matter on which the most learned 

6 "!! ; r \? ap £ Y t0 admit their d °ubt, there is in fact 
no room for doubt whatsoever. 

rph ,"l le ; rly ' as is 30 commonly the case in matters 
fide ol n ° sacram ental theology, there has been no de 
siltu« P T? U ? Cement ° n the ^estion of Ordination per 
OrdinaMon- P erm ^ible to hold the opinion that such 
ordinations are valid , or thafc fchey ^ J nvalid>B 

bewilTerment°and ««!,, 9ta <-es at this assertion in amazed 
needed to mak* it " *?<" What Wretch of fantasy would be 
a single i 98ue of 2 ^ WUh the *"«™nce he gave, only 
one Sacrament of Urrilr % P revi ously, that 'there is only 
effect of gi v i nq it tWll a ?7 e P ls copal Consecration has the 
9 it to the bishop in its fullness... THERE IS 

1 80* ~ " 

validly be consecrated* 1 bUh ' ° n < e who U not a priest can 
priestly Orders oisnop without first having received 
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THEREFORE NOT THE S LIGHTEST r oom por Donn _ op „ Ro 
VALIDITY OF ARCHBISHOP LbKKBVRB'S ' ORDERS. " T REGARDING ™B 

Resuming the article: 

We have researched the opinions of numerous Catholic 
theologians of the pas on this tooic and have found many wno 
are opposed to the validity of per saltum Consecration? bTt 
none of these bases his opinion "primarily on the current 
practice of the Church." Back to Davies: 

"In his classic work Anglican Orders and Defe ct of 
Intention r Dr. Francis Clark comments (p. 174): 'That 
episcopal Orders can be validly conferred on a subiect 
who is not a priest has come to be more and more 
accepted. Lennerz ( De Sacramento Ordinis . Rome 1953, 
n.235) considers that the opinion which denies the 
validity of Ordination per saltum can no longer be 
sustained. ' " 

And in relation to this we must point out that in no 
sense could Fr. Lennerz be considered a theological authority 
of any weight. He is simply a mid-twentieth-century Jesuit 
who wrote a few short theological textbooks which do not even 
purport to get involved in any depth in theological argument. 
And in the manual to which Davies refers, he devotes only a 
very short space to the treatment of the question of 
episcopal Consecration per saltum. There he does indeed 
assert that such a Consecration is definitely valid, but he 
attempts to prove his position by but a single argument which 
genuinely learned theologians have not regarded themselves as 
justified in adopting as conclusive - that, in his view, it 
can be shown to be historically certain that there have been 
occasions when the Church has recognized such Consecrations 
as valid. 

Now it is perfectly true that, if it could be shown that 
the Church had recognized such Consecrations as valid, Fr. 
Lennerz would have fully established his case. But, as we 
shall be showing at the end of our treatment of Davies s 
article, when we come to consider the actual instances 
adduced by Fr. Lennerz and as a number of theologians who 
have analysed the cases in depth concur, all of the instances 
adduced by him can be dismissed as unproven. Moreover, even 
if - as has certainly not yet been done - one could prove 




by the Church and of questionable validity. 



We return to Davies's article. ^thi. point he ^ quote, 
a couple of assertions from Add l9 -d Arnold s ^thp__ 
Dictionary (9th edition, page 629). The tirsc 

"St Cyprian was made pr -* * ^tU^^ed' 
passing through the lower grades (V ita Font M,, P 
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Hertel [sic, thU •»»» 1 ' 1 read ' Harte1 ' " J-S.D., 

p.xciii) ." 

decisive in Davies's favour? Those 
Does that appea nrt *. ice that Davies, here as e 




^pron virtually all authorities are in agreement that 
?? 6 is possible validly to ordain a man to the major orders 
sabde'acon deacon, priest and bishop) who has not yet 
received minor orders (doorkeeper, lector, exorcist and 
Irolvte) and to ordain a man a deacon who has not been 
ordained a subdeacon, and even to ordain a man a priest who 
has not vet been ordained a deacon; but the same unanimity is 
far from existing in relation to the question of whether it 
Impossible to consecrate a man a bishop who is not yet a 
priest. Hence the fact is that, in adducing the example of 
St. Cyprian, Davies has adduced something which is of no 
relevance at all. Since there is no suggestion that St. 
Cyprian was consecrated bishop without having previously been 
ordained priest, he is simply not a parallel. 

We now give the second assertion which Davies quotes 
from the Catholic Dictionary ; 

"Morinus, a very high authority, denies that 
antiquity furnishes any instance of a person who was not 
already a priest being consecrated bishop. But clear 
cases are produced by Chardon (812), and Martene (De 
ftntiq. Bccles . [the full title of this work is De 
frntiquis Bcclesiae Ritibus - J.S.D.] Lib.i; Rit.cap.8, 
a. 3. The lower order is contained in the higher, and 
Church history records sudden elevations justified by 
extra-ordinary merit and emergency. " 



This assertion is at least relevant, but unfortunately 
Davies does not conduct his own investigations of the "clear 
cases" allegedly produced by Chardon and Martene and is 
content to trust the judgement of Addis and Arnold. In fact, 
ma! a°* bUme Davies f or not succeeding in checking 
on»hi \ * rnold ' s examples, for we ourselves have been 

verifv M ain 6ither ° f the two wor * s cited in order t0 
number « ™ll c ^ ents • But we have been able to examine a 
bishooa rone C } e ? r Cases " alleged" by other authorities of 
Uv^abTy^hTse^cV^ ^ P rev ^usly Y beTnT ordained, and 
clear at all- n- r cases " nave turned out to be not 

And there u' „1 1S merel Y arguable that they are suggestive. 
Chardon and h*^™ " t0 su PP° 3 e that the cases produced by 
reverting to a o?^ W °^ d . be ^ ""erent. Moreover, 
those theoloaiL u Which we mentioned a little earlier, 
Ordination 6 If!.? 036 the option that "per saltum" 
even if a clear h A / Valld 1«*tifiably point out that, 
would stin be nprot! Cal case were one day produced, it 

also that the hiahUl y u° take the further step of showing 
°* w hat took olae- .*S u 0rlty ln the Church had been aware 
jalil; and this I, ,,„?,,. I d """P'tr i the Consecration^ 
<3o. ls something which no writer has attempted^ 

D -ies now continues a8 followg: 
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"The Catholic Encyelnna*^ , 



notes L^L U^^e^'oT "; ^ ^'; »°V«. P.M2. 
consider that episcopal Cons«?it?o„ " c f nonl "» 

inoi j:.°%v ■„»; -pow:,:^ r^sr,^ 

without having previously received priest's Orders anS 
although most of the cases are somewhat doubtful and can 
be explained on other grounds, it seems impossible to 
reject them all It is further to be remembered that 
scholastic theologians mostly required the previous 
reception of priest's Orders for valid episcopal 
Consecration because they did not consider episcopacy an 
Order, a view which is now generally abandoned.'" 

Sufficient comment on this short extract is surely given 
by the fact that Davies admits that the author of the article 
in The Catholic Encyclopaedia notes that "the majority of 
theologians and canonists consider that episcopal Consec- 
ration requires the previous reception of priests Orders for 
its validity." Does he wish us to believe that the majority 
of theologians and canonists have expressed their opinions 
without reading the allegations made by those who hold the 
opposite position concerning supposed historical cases of 
episcopal Consecration without priestly Ordination? Or does 
he want us to reject the teaching of the majority of 
theologians and canonists because Fr. Hans, the author of 
this article in The Catholic Encyclopaedia , instructs us to 
do so? Not that we maintain that a teaching of a majority of 
learned theologians is infallible and can never in any 
circumstances be rejected. But, to say the very least, it 
would be rash indeed for one who is not a learned theologian 
himself - as neither Davies nor we are - to dismiss the 
teaching of the majority of theologians and canonists as 
definitely wrong , which Davies does, without having studied 
the matter in great depth and personally assessed how much 
weight can be put on the assertion - which in any case is 
somewhat tentatively worded - that "it seems impossible to 
reject them all" (i.e. all the cases brought forward - our 
emphasis added! . For our part, we have, as we shall be 
showing, done our best to examine the evidence with aporoo- 
riate care. And while it cannot be denied that. the number of 
bishops of the past alleged by some scholar or other never to 
have been ordained priest might be sufficient to Persuade 




case which appears at all conclusive. ™«i "Ti Covered by 
already pointed out - has such an instance b "" *Jf °^ e *J* 
fh a »„., i«.™* hhon-inaians and canonists who have also maae 




ext 
that 



.-Ko acsaertion, made in th 
We must now comment on trie. » » quote d by Davies 

ract from ^ a ratholic Rncyclopaed a quo y Qreviou 

t "scholastiTThToWInT^stly required 
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and this P ar ^. c " 1 tics followed St. Thomas Aquinas, for whose 
point the scholaiti « fl t0 hia Summa Theologtae . Sup- 

doctrine « "ter ^ Contra «,. There they will see 

plement, Q- 4 "' .; true that St. Thomas teaches that a man 
tha ««V "validly be consecrated bishop unless he has f irst 
cannot validly Ordinati on, and while it is also true that 
received priest Ly scopate ig not an Order in its own 

he S it is not true thit, as The Catholic Encyclooa^ 
r i 9 lV he h y-~ ^ F " rme r on the latter . Absolutely Sn^ 
?ontraVv he attempts to move LUc laLLer from the former! 
in other words, he argues that the e?I7cTpate cannot be a 
separate Order from the priesthood because: 

"One Order does not depend on a preceding Order as 
regards the validity of the sacrament, but the episcopal 
power depends on the priestly power since no one can 
r eceive the episcopal power unless he already has the 
priestly power ." 

St. Thomas obviously regarded it as so definite that one 
who is not a priest cannot validly be consecrated bishop that 
it was unnecessary to prove it, and he certainly would not 
have been guilty of such a crime against the principles of 
logic as the fallacy of using an unproved premise to argue 
that the episcopate is not an Order. Moreover, while 
theologians today generally recognize the episcopate as a 
distinct Order from the priesthood, their difference with St. 
Thomas is, generally speaking, terminological rather than 
theological, since most theologians even in the twentieth 
century have continued to hold the Thomistic doctrine that 
the priesthood and the episcopate are more closely related to 
one another and interdependent than are the other Orders. 
And the fact that the Council of Trent, an authority which no 
Catholic may question, groups them both together under the 
general term "sacerdotium" conclusively corroborates the 
position of those who have maintained that the relationship 
between the priesthood and the episcopate is different from, 
and closer than, that between the other Orders (major and 
minor ) . 

-oisronlJ r 3VieS refers t0 the statements on the subject of 
theoloo ^ nS , eCr ! ti0n " per saltum" in the famous French 
Cathoiiqup. dlctlona rY. the Dictionnaire de Theologie 



note here that ti2 • , Th ° mas ' Tt U interesting to 

matter and form «f P ° 9 , ltlon of St. Thomas regarding the 
endorsed bv fh" n Priestly Ordination which has been 
the Catechism of Jk^ 11 of Fl °rence and incorporated in 

- K ~ >llc 1 l C °? nc11 of ^nt was superseded by 

Six I to Ik J* Sacrame ntum Ordinis in 1947. 
1 t0 ^ b0 <* The Order of Melchlsedech . ) " 



the Apostol 
(See Append 



' — v ~ *"<= uraer ot Meicni3eaei-» « / 

teaching o7 the* matter a^Vi 68 ' 9 referen « to St. Thomas's 

at ^rst sight apoar !! °l m of Priestly Ordination is not 

demonstrate by it «-h ! ' fc Presumably he wishes to 

V that St. Thomas, a weighty authority in 
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opposition to his opinion, is no t infallihi* ».., 
surely inconceivable that any Catholic : wouirfn ^ Ile lt U 
- one of the most important and fundamental ft*™ VT thU 
instruction is that of when the CWnh T* ? f Cath olic 

after all - it is perhaps worth*^^ 

in fact be possible to deduce it validly from th*T ^ " 0t 
Davies offers For the fact is that Pope Piu \ XlTl 

constitution Sacramentum Ordin^ dld not contradict St 
Thomas It merely taught that, froOhs_ia^. of thai 

p articular decree - that is, 1947 - th*> h»HJ»U ic ; 
Ending over) of the instruments was noTto be held as oar 
of the matter of the sacraments; as to what might have been 
the case prior to 1947, it gave no decision or ruling at all. 

Davies here quotes from the Dictlonnalre de Theo loqie 
Catholigue , the extract coming from volume 11, column 13d8: — 

"Once one admits that the episcopate Is an order 
adequately distinct from the simple priesthood, one can 
conceive it as including eminently within itself all the 
powers of the priesthood. Were not the Apostles 
ordained as bishops without passing through the 
priesthood? (See Acts , XIII, 3.) In the Apostolic 
Church there were only priest-bishops and deacons: see 
in particular Philippians 1:1 and Clement of Rome's 
Letter to the Corinthians 42. Many of the Dopes, 
principally in the first centuries, were elevated 
immediately from the diaconate to the sovereign 
pontificate without receiving any other Ordination but 
that of episcopal Consecration! One recalls also the 
Ordination of the antipoDe Constantine. See the Liber 
Pontificalis , n.227, 257," 292, 427, 455, 579, 264-265." 

Readers of Davies's article, confronted with this 
extract taken out of context, cannot fail to presume that it 
indicates the mind of the author of the article in the 
Dictionnaire de Theologie Catholigue concerning the validity 
of episcopal Consecration received "per saltum". Or rather, 
they cannot fail to if they still trust Davies. If they 
check the article in question for themselves, however, they 
will find that the extract certainly does not indicate the 
mind of the author. It has been selectively edited by Davies 
to give the impression that it does, but the full article 
contains strong arguments against Davies's position with 
which Davies does not deem it safe to confront his readers, 
and it concludes, not by affirming that episcopal Consec- 
ration received "peTlaltum" is definitely valid, but only 
that it may_ be valid.* 181 



181* Having made it clear that the quotation from the 
Dictionnaire de ^We Catholigue does not represent the 
opinions of Its author but is a simple summary of some of the 
arguments put forward by the theologians who favour the 
validity of per saltum episcopal Consecration ^eVrod- 
point out that one part of the ^^^^lll by* the 
uces - and which, again, is not ° e ^ aa This i3 tne 

a^ert-lo^th a^-ln "the* ^^^Church " ihere were only 
priest-bish0 t p ;ue and h deac0ns m " ber ^^« 

have maintained that the Church in the J^ r9t ° e fg w * ich n0 w 
life was equipped only with two of the • Or^et^ fcne New 
constitute her hierarchy, but the rea y 0rder3 , bishop, 
Testament makes the distinction of the three 



254 



, rpctify Davies's omission by drawi na 

Let us n °"\\ C n other parts of the D 1 c t i o n naire! jj 

attention J° c fl Y iaue aTtTFle which he has been conteHTtf 

TlHM-ilnrji" r * tno L — 



argument oasea u» from ' Addis and Arnold's Catholic DicM^ 
Ch0Se aca 'n illustration of Ordination "per saltum- recognTIid 
aU ' V^bi the Church, on the basis that this saint was 
35 a ?pntlv ordained to the priesthood without passing through 
th P ' we /ra 's such as the diaconate. Having encouraged his 
eaders to believe that this was a satisfactory para lei to 
the case of a non-priest being consecrated bishop,* 182 the 
fact that he wished to quote from the Diet lonnai re rt P 
Theoloqie C atholigue shortly after pulling this trick on them 
mav have oosed tor him a moral problem of considerable 
delicacy For what the very article from which he wished to 
quote makes clear is that, while on the one hand virtually 
all theologians now admit the validity of the reception of 
Orders up to and including the priesthood without passing 
through the lower ones, nevertheless on the other hand there 
is still fierce dispute about whether this also applies to 
reception of the episcopate by non-priests. 



At this point we shall translate from the Dictionnaire 
de Theoloqie Catholigue directly: 

"It must be recognized that the almost unanimous 
response of modern theologians is affirmative [to the 
question of whether the absence of priestly Ordination 
would invalidate subsequent episcopal Consecration]: 
'All authors consider the Consecration of a bishop to be 
invalid unless it is preceded by the priesthood.' [Our 
emphases, and the article goes on to quote various 
authorities for this assertion, including St. Alphonsus 
Liguori, Book 6, n.793 of his Theologia Moralis ]." 



IU\ a " ddeacon ' sufficiently clear, while the writings of 

New tIZII . Father3 P ut ^ beyond all doubt. Although the 

"eDiscon,^"^ sometlmes u ^s the word "presbyter" instead of 

episcopus to mean a bishop, it is clear that it sometimes 

instructs Zr ?K l i e - St alS °' aS when St • JameS (5:M) 
you' Le t hfm k th0llCS of his dav: "Is any man sick among 
Church." dear Iv^V" • ^ priest9 I ' presbyters ' ] of the 
access to o v LJ , 91ck person would normally have had 
or diocese S o ? he \ Sh ° P ' the bUho P of the local "church", 
simple priest* L pl „ u , ral shows that the Apostle intends 
high priest [i . m.5 lement ' the fourth pope, writes: "The 
assigned to pri^tJ 2 \ h as hU tasks; their own role is 

own offices." ( u M k levltes li - e - beacons] fulfil their 
8?iran e .^ ^ C ? rlnthian *' XI > » St l * nati »l 



182 , " 1 "'' 

not what had n h appened d to st! J Ve " make lt clettr that thiS WaS 
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We have suggested that this n « fll 
a delicate problem. Perhaps it did ^ may u have set Davies 
What is certain is that there was „«M?i Pe ^ ap9 U did no?! 
solution which, as we have alre ady n i n ^ n a 9 te d , elica te in his 
refrain from presenting the passaae ^ l< ' W33 sln P 1 Y to 
course one can see why, but one suspects h a . e "^ers. Of 
been very much happier with his deei!i« lw Satan wlU have 
Judge will be. s deci sion than his Divine 

The article then goes on to Doint- ♦- u 
means necessary for those who accept tha^L- lt is by no 
distinct Order from the priesthLJ il * u e P l9c °P«te is a 
episcopal Consecration -per saltu^^n D e° Sr^ 96 that 

of .t?Vo^uV^ k S?~ 73 .:; The^ar^e^t"^^ 
the all-important question of historical fact: 

"A question of fact must dominate the discussion 
- whether the Church has ever considered as valid the 
episcopal Consecration of a simple deacon. Nicholas I 
protested against such an allegation when it was made by 
the supporters of Photius." 

The article goes on to cite various historical authorit- 
ies who are in agreement with Pope St. Nicholas I in denying 
that the Church has ever considered such an episcopal 
Consecration as valid; and the names of these authorities 
carry no little weight, including among their number, as they 
do, Hefele and Hergenroether. 

Then the following important statements follow: 

"The handful of probable facts related by Martene 
[it will be remembered that Martene is the chief 
authority adduced by Davies 's extract from Addis and 
Arnold earlier in favour of the validity of per saltum 
Consecration - J.S.D.] in his De Antiquis Ecclesiae 
Ritibus , book 1, chapter 8, article 2, are of slight 
importance, either because they are not well-known and 
therefore not sufficiently established as historically 
certain, or because they can be explained on the basis 
of the ignorance of those involved... They must have 
been abuses which did not engage the authority of the 
Church ." 

Regrettably, one can well see why Davies preferred his 
readers not to know about this passage. 



xt the article says that, according to Pope Benedict 




tar crom being so tnac cne yieai. *v... v --> r -«-- itted 

found it necessary to consider ^et^er it was even permitted 
for Catholics to hold it at all! Next ^^^J™** 
the passage which Davies has quoted; bu * """■„<* a3 
readers again that what is said in it is put forward, not 
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>nate and the priesthood. .. and that 
tnTbrief indications in the Liber Pontificalis take 
priestly Ordination for granted rather than distinctly 
indicating it... Whatever the right answer may be... 
there are no peremptory arguments for one side or the 
other." 

This is the true position of the Dictionnaire de 
Theologie Catholique which Davies pretends is in agreement 
with his own position! 

Let us now say plainly what must be said. When a writer 
who sets out to teach Catholics quotes a passage in support 
of his standpoint from a highly respected authority, and 
omits to mention or give the slightest hint that the 
authority itself does not regard the opinion expressed 
therein as definitive, but merely cites it as one opinion 
among many, anyone in a position to do so who failed to 
accuse that writer, in front of as many of his potential 
victims as were prepared to listen, of dishonesty and 
conscious misrepresentation, would be failing in his duty. 

We now return to Davies 's article to follow his argument 
a little further: 

"Fr. Lecuyer explains that the accepted view in the 
West is that the bishops receive 'the fullness of the 
priesthood' ."* 183 

aaroZl ?* at observe tha t there is a remarkable lack of 
6 n among the authorities on whom Davies relies. On 
cTthn?^,? k- u as put f0rwa ^ the Dictionnaire de Theologie 
"o B D»r, 1 Ch> aS We have seen (though without any help 
a priest ll* 'T^* "* that the n0tion that one wh ° iS n0t 
modern 6 ^^^ 1 '^ be con ^crated bishop is denied by 
he intrdac 9 Pr r m ° St unanimously-. On the other hand, 
before Vatican II ^T' WH °' Wrlting tW0 0r thrSS ^l* 
West- is exactiv th* ^ ! US that " the accepted view of the 
not the opinion of COntrarv - N °" here what is at issue is 
about a point of dL ,* aUth ° r a 9 ain st that of an another 
historical fact V n u ?' but a matter of straightforward 
The straightforward -n , the rea son for the discrepancy? 
of any sort as a L T.! 8 that L *cuyer has no reputation 
shred of evidence add.in!* theologian and Davies quotes not a 
ana what he says can £ Y * ln 8UD P ort of his assertion; 
either incompetent r a 8ummarily dismissed as the nonsense, 
^J^eceitfu^ which u undoub tedly is- 

183* 7j ~ " ■ 

19 59), p . 31. ' ecuyer ' What is a Prlaa^ (Burns and Oates, 
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One thing which all reputable authorities whatever their 
view on the validity of "per saltum" Consecration ay 
admit is that a considerable majority of theologians* 18V h °?i 
that such Consecrations are invalid, and anyone who is either 
unaware of this fact or deliberately lies about it is 
evidently disqualified from himself expressing an ooinion on 
the theological issue, since even if he is honest he is 
certainly no scholar. However, Davies continues to treat 
Fr. Lecuyer as if he were infallible and his view decisive: 

"He [Lecuyer] refers to studies by Mgr. Andrieu 
among the liturgical documents of the Middle Ages which 
reveal that on several occasions: 

"'Episcopal Consecration was conferred on 
candidates who were not yet priests, but merely 
deacons, readers [lectors], or even laymen.'" 

We simply remind our readers that, as the author of the 
article in the Dictionnaire de Theologie Cathollque pointed 
out, (a) the various instances adduced by certain historians 
prove nothing at all, since they are almost invariably 
doubtful, and (b) even if the instances had not been 
doubtful, they would still not qualify as relevant, because 
none of the historians brings forward any evidence to show 
that what took place was anything other than an irregularity 
- and of course the fact that an irregularity took place does 
not prove that the sacrament was validly conferred. 

The passage which Davies is quoting from Lecuyer 
continues with the following illuminating assertion: 

"•The practice appeared so normal in the 8th and 
9th centuries that it is officially provided for by a 
Roman Ordo of the 8th century wh ich , durin g the 
Consecration of a bishop, includes the following short 
dialogue between the consecrator and the candidate. 

"'What is your status?' 

"•I am a deacon' for a priest, or any other 
degree) . ' " 

Here Lecuyer nas complete ly ^ given ^^^:: "we 
assertion is not merely false but tten f ° ctlonnai reje 
have already quoted the extract *""^% ^ st Nicholas 
Theologie Catholigue which pointed °«* J™*™** • on that the 
the Great (858-8 J) protested against the a ^ff^ cration 

Catholic Church had ever P^ mltt ^ a \ h M o e n P wag P ma de by follow- 
" simple deacon when this ^le^ation was made ^^ 
>f the schismatic Photius.*'" Ana ™p* 



of 
ers 



184. Incl«di- V «ch |r..^^ 
ii%„^V g ;o^rit Be R ^e d r l t Ct Be n- in e a n d C ar a in a 1 He. e nro eth e t . 

,85. In h is Letter I",:,,.''. 8 , 1 .""",."* ™L»ffi 
bishops in the "Kingdom of Charies __^,_ T nhse rves 
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• •* in the ninth century, the very time when the 
himself reigned i " z L nad ever happened was, according to 
practice whic ? n ^ ct "normal"! Moreover, Fr. Lecuyer assures 
Fr. Lecuyer, in ™\, ce is provided for in the Roman Ordo 
us that this P j J i a cnolas must himself have used when consecl 
which Pope oz. 
rating bishops! 



earl y "!! u D the facts? The obvious truth is that, if 
;S: fa ogue* rJ.Jl 'did occur in an official Roman o'rdo! 
l« is alleqed, this is because the bishop would interrupt the 
Proceedings when the candidate declared himself not yet 
ordained priest, and insert the Ordination ceremony for a 
Driest before proceeding to his episcopal Consecration, which 
would almost certainly have been deferred in order to observe 
the canonical interstice (i.e. the prescribed interval 
between reception of the different Orders). 

With the following short paragraph, Davies brings his 
article to a close: 

"Probably, the most detailed examination of the 
question of episcopal Consecration per saltum is found 
in Gasparri's De Sacra Ordinatione . The author 
concludes that such Ordinations are valid." 

"The author concludes that such Ordinations are valid." 
Those are Davies 's exact words, and they are a brazen lie. 
Any of our readers who care to check for themselves in De 
Sacra Ordinatione will find out that what Cardinal GasparrT 
does there is first to put forward a strong case in favour of 
both positions and then to end up reaching no absolute 
conclusion either way on the validity of per saltum. We have 
already quoted some of his closing words in the extract which 
we took from the Dictionnaire de Theologie Catholique ; but 
let us repeat them nonetheless: 

"There are no peremptory arguments for either 
opinion. We therefore consider that the second opinion 



ventVo'n^of^K been raised to the episcopate by the inter- 
lajman emperor out of the blue from having been a 

the ranks 1 of Inn^" **¥" been raised on successive days to 
bishop in defiance'of re r ader 'c 9UbdeaCon ' deacon ' P rie9t *"* 
from which it can I ° n 5 ° f the Second Council of Nicea, 

directly to the 1, Seen that ' far from ordaining deacons 
centur/ also in^^ 00 ? 3 ^' the Astern Church by the eighth 
between thp r ew „Vi AB « on the observance of a due interval 




[that one who is not a r\r\ a ~t. 

extrlnslcally on .ccoanrW^', a b t l t o r it» trl , Mlc « U V 
s U ch great .en o£ learning Vphas ^dd" d'°- TV 



rated 

and 

.. a . and 

added - J.s.D. 




. .. ^ .- nical theological 

sense means is that the opinion thus described is sufficient- 




justifiable, is the least likely of all the various justif- 
iable opinions on the subject, each one of which also, of 
course, is in the category of "probable"; and it might even 
be very unlikely indeed; and Cardinal Gasparri gives no 
indication that he personally considers the case in favour of 
the validity of "per saltura" Consecration to be more likely 
or less likely than the case against it. 

What is_ certain, however, is that Cardinal Gasparri 
regards the validity of such Consecration as no more than 
probable; and what is equally certain is that, in matters 
where sacramental validity is at stake, the Church categ- 
orically forbids Catholics to trust to opinions which are 
merely probable. Hence Gasparri observes that if a practical 
case were to arise in which episcopal Consecration had been 
conferred upon a deacon who was not yet a priest, the deacon 
in question would first need to be ordained priest, "and then 
the episcopal Consecration would have to be repeated , but on 
account of the probability of the second opinion it would be 
repeated conditionally . " And he goes on to indicate that the 
same would apply to any Confirmations and Ordinations which 
had been performed by the doubtfully consecrated bishop prior 
to the conditional re-Consecration. 

All these facts Davies, in his representation of 
Cardinal Gasparri's doctrine, has suppressed. And given 
that, in order to prove his point, he must establish that 
episcopal Consecration "per saltum" is not only probably -no 
matter how probably - but definitely valid, and that he has 
called forward Gasparri as an authority to help him establish 
this, it has only to be said that his suppression is 
evidently, thoroughly and sickeningly dishonest. 
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a few samples of the instances adduced as 

(i , "According to his epitaph Pope [ St .] 
i-hpriui was * reader, deacon and [then] ' Summus 
sacerdos' ['high priest' - a term taken to mean 
bishopl." 

(ii) "(St ] Gregory Nazianzen tells of someone 
who was baptized and created bishop immediately after 
Baptism." 

(iii) "Pope [St.] Innocent I ruled that bishops 
should always be raised from the ranks of the 'clergy. ■- 
(This is taken to imply that there was no necessity f or 
them to be priests rather than among the lower ranks of 
the clergy such as mere deacons or sub-deacons.) 

Needless to say, such evidence is not merely incon- 
clusive; it is actually difficult to see how an intelligent 
man can call it evidence at all. It is highly unlikely that 
an epitaph, even of a pope, will include a detailed account 
of his career, and there is no reason to suppose that the 
writer of the epitaph wished to indicate anything more than 
that Liberius had fulfilled the office of lector, then the 
office of deacon, and finally the office of bishop, while 
never fulfilling as a separate office such functions as 
acolyte or simple priest. There is no reason whatever to 
suppose that any implication is intended that he did not 
receive those Orders distinctly. A much more likely sense 
would be that whereas he was known as "Liberius the lector" 
or "Liberius the deacon", he was never known as "Liberius the 
priest" because, having been chosen a bishop while he was 
still a mere deacon, he would have been a simple priest only 
for a day or two as a necessary step prior to his Consec- 
ration. 

Even more ambiguous is the extract from St. Gregory 
Nazianzen's writings. The statement that a newly baptized 
person was immediately afterwards created bishop does not 
necessarily indicate episcopal Consecration at all. It could 
mean no more than he was elected to this office at that stage 
hlf. u Same Way that st * ^brose was elected bishop even 
£?7^? ** S * aptism) and that he then received all "the - 




sim P ly hi m r eans that*?'? 6 ° f P ° pe [St ' 1 Innocent I (401-417) 
chosen as bishon 1. La Yman or a catechumen should not be 
^^ian that a el'?". a Clerlc of *ny rank may. It does 
have to receive a If VL ° ne of the lower ranks would n0t 
episcopal Consecration. intervening Orders before his 

Obviously p 0DO fe». l T 
the light of other mm Innocent's decree must be read in 
to the episcopate i n th ? Ce a " to the rules for eligibility 
f atal to what Le'nnerz m ^ e V l i y Chu rch; and such evidence is 
statements of Pop [L ?^ ntal 1 n « • Included in it are two 
of the third centurJ: „„° rn f llu8 wh ° reigned in the middle 
suddenly arrive at th* ' ? ln8la ts that a man "does not 
e e ? Uc °pate, but only by means of other 



ecclesiastical office*," and the oth^r that k. - • 
all. the ranks of religion." (See s cln a,M thro ^ h 
[alias 55] and St. Gregory Nazianzen, Orat Y X P X oY St ^'i, 5 ? 
Furthermore, the same rule was mad* L Z^r J 5 St * B a3il. 
Sardis in 347 A.D. (Canon X) and h! * J* the Council °« 

provincial councils; and St L ^/g J^"/ 3ubsequent 
it clear that a man could be elected to X. t • 0ther3 ' ma *e 
still only a deacon (Letter 8TriHT) without "th^*^ "^ 
in any way the duty of r P ^i u L ^ ,? e °Lu a n r in>l 
the priesthood , as 'indeed tnn^ ^ 1^ ^^^^ -^^L-A 
St. Athanasius. (See St. GregoV Nazian^n^J^^^ ° f 

in the context of these and many other more or less 
contemporary statements, it is clear that the words of Pooe 
[St.] Innocent can be construed as permitting Consecration 
"per saltum" only by someone determined to Ignore the context 
and find a "proof text" at any cost. (Information taken 
principally from Smith and Cheetham's Dictionary of Christian 
Antiquities , vol.1, p. 219, art. "BishoD"; London l675)*'Bb 

It is perhaps worth observing that, particularly in the 
very early centuries of the Church (and more especially in 
Holy Scripture), it not infrequently seems from documentary 
records as if deacons are being raised immediately to the 
episcopate without having received the priesthood previously. 
The reason for this, as is evident from Gasparri (op. cit.), 
is that the episcopate and the simple priesthood have always 
been regarded as more closely united than the other Orders, 
so that, while all the other Orders are distinct from one 
another, the priesthood and episcopate comprise, as it were, 
two parts of the same whole; and consequently it was some 
time before the priesthood emerged clearly as a separate 
order f requently possessed by those not yet raised to the 
episcopate. As St. Robert Bellarmine remarks (see Diction- 
naire de Theologie Catholique , vol.11, col. 1388), it was 
undoubtedly common for some time for a deacon to be ordained 
priest and consecrated bishop at the same time ; but this by 
no means indicates that the two were not regarded as distinct 
Orders or that the priesthood was omitted. What happened was 
simply that the two often went together; so that it would be 
quite usual to refer to the senior clergy as "deacons and 
bishops" since all of the priests would also be bishops. 

And of course, contrary to Davies's interpretation, this 
militates rather in favour of the invalidity of "per saltum" 
Consecration than against it; for it stresses the fact that 
the relationship between the episcopate and the priesthood is 
unlike the relationship between the other Orders, any of 
which can be validly (though, it must be stressed, unlawful- 
ly) received by one who has not received the lower ones. And 
if the episcopate and the priesthood are two par ts of 
same thing (to use the terminology which Cardl " al ^^the 
coins), it is evident that the episcopate cannot ^Sl^l the 
priesthood; for while the whole of anything can, and of 
course certainly does, contain its parts, a part, by very 
definition, cannot contain the whole. 



„ ?£■& -t^x n^rsr.^.™ 
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«f this lengthy examination of t h a 

I„ the n c , our h S h e ls h p- Lefebvre'9 Orders, we believe that 

validity of ycnoi ^ sition to Davies's assertions in 

rJrs.:r"h"'ouo.i-,. 

Mt That there is strong reason to suppose that 
v «Jiate who ordained Lefebvre priest and was 
fc JTnal consecrator of him as a bishop was a conscious 
prl ^ of the Ch ur ch and therefore - it would see, - 
"S v to have had a positive contrary intention ln 
performing the ceremony on each occasion. 

(ii) That if Lefebvre's priestly Ordination were 
invalid a possibility which Davies is prepared to 
Entertain, this would have rendered his episcopal 
Consecration of doubtful validity regardless of the 
oresumably correct intentions of the two co-consec- 
rators, because it is entirely uncertain whether 
episcopal Consecration can validly be conferred upon a 
subject who is not yet ordained priest. 

With this background we ask our readers in all earnest 
whether, weighing the question purely on the basis of their 
familiarity with Davies's presentation of the case, and 
putting aside for a moment any personal preferences they may 
have or any other factors which might influence them, they do 
not consider it contrary to every inclination of human nature 
and to every rule of ordinary prudence to suppose that a 
proposition which merited such a defence as that which we 
have just analysed might nevertheless be true? We leave our 
readers to answer the question for themselves, but for our 
own part we can well imagine that the holy Powers, the choir 
of angels whose responsibilities include the defence of sound 
doctrine against heresy and error, after the surprise of 
finding Mr. Davies for once apparently fighting on the same 
side as themselves against the imougners of the validity of 
"Archbishop" Lefebvre's Orders,* 187 may well have concluded 
that the cause of doctrinal orthodoxy in this instance would 
have been much better served if Mr. Davies had not been 
numbered among its defenders. 

What is t he truth as to the Validity of the 
Orders of Marcel Lefebvre? 

au h-fr?l e i si !" ple u answer to the question posed in the above 
whether «r lS In 1 !i here is no one in the w <> rld wh0 knoW9 
Lefebvr. V„ "in Cardlnal Henart, in ordaining the young 
UteSuSn. -i H e « Pr t e8 | th00d ' 3ecre tly formed in his mind the 
words by which €& Ut ; end 1 t0 COnfer the Priesthood, and th- 
°y wnich the ritual expresses the essence of thi 
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sacrament, though I say them ult-h m„ « 

heart." It is beyond Ly quest on thatTh ' i X / eny in m Y 
had 3Worn unswerving and lifelong Jidelitv ^^ ► °i ° ne wh ° 
(on his elevation to the episcopate and to ?£ °/ he , Church 
admission to each new degree) could h! t ??** (at hls 
treachery. It is beyond 9 .i qjf^fon tha't^i! ° e - 8UCh 
theological consideration according t0 which 111* lS "° 
employ an intrinsically valid rite whilp „, , man cannot 

intention, for the Holy See has on l Ufyln9 lt by hU 
declared the sa crament f Y -iVr imony°£o ^1°^^^ 
owing to the defective intention of one or both parties the 
parties to marriage being themselves its ministers And 
there is no reason to think that, if the minister of one 
sacrament can have a defective intention desoite valid use of 
the Church's ritual the minister of another sacrament 
cannot. Moreover the Holy Office in 1690 condemned th- 
proposition of Farvacques that "Baptism is valid, even if 
conferred by a minister who observes the full and external 
form of baptizing, but in his heart makes the resolve: I do 
not intend to do what the Church does." Evidently, then, a 
Mason could simulate Baptism by following the ritual 
correctly while deliberately withholding his consent, and no 
less evidently the same would apply equally to any other 
sacrament . 

But all that we have said above leads to no conclusion 
beyond that there is no absolute certainty as to the validity 
of any particular sacrament. The apparent, or even quite 
indubitable, sanctity of a priest does not prove him validly 
ordained. The beneficial effects apparently resulting from 
the reception of the sacrament at the hand of a priest do 
not prove him validly ordained. Sensible spiritual consol- 
ations associated with his sacraments do not prove it. 
Wonders and prodigies do not prove it. We can never be sure 
that any sacrament is valid with the same certainty that we 
have in respect of the truth of the Catholic Faith or even of 
the truth of the multiplication tables. We can be sure only 
with what is sometimes - inaccurately - called "moral 
certainty",* 188 a sufficient sureness to act on in practice. 

The question we must now consider is in what circum- 
stances the validity of a particular sacrament administered 
according to the correct rite, seriously used, may be 
considered doubtful. On this topic, left to ourselves and to 
human wisdom we might easily suppose that convincing evidence 
of some oersuasive motive inclining the minister to obstruct 
the sacramental validity would be sufficient to raise serious 
doubts. But where the Church instructs us, either by her 
direct teaching, or by her practice, or by the teaching of 

, * ' •*-.. « ■__ I — --...J f/4sNm mile t- rail 




the Catholic rite, seriously used, the Church 1^ instru ^ 
resumed valid unless the contrary is 



us: they are to be p 
certain. 



"Concerning the mind or ^"^J^^'noi 
is in itself something interior , the Chu rch d ° r e na L L 
pass judgement; but insofar as it is exter 



188* T he confidence we have on such J sub 3 ec s 
inaccurately called "moral certainty b « c * u " l egt doubt . 
certainty at all. Certainty admits not even the subtest 
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• c -a she is bound to 1udqe of it. Now if f { 
manifested, sne ^ confer a sacrament, a person has 
oM . er M Vna correctly used the due matter and form, he 
Ser for that very reason presumed to have intended to do 
ihat°the Church does." 




At first sight this doctrine may seem problematic. Why, 
it may be asked, should the Church presume a sacrament valid 
in the absence of clear proof to the contrary? Tf there is 
circumstantial evidence pointing towards a defect of 
intention, should she not recognize the possibility of 
invalidity and "keep an open mind" on the subject? And why 
should the only acceptable evidence of invalidity short of 
open confession be that manifested in the course of the 
ritual? May not a minister provide evidence of his intention 
outside the ritual also, for instance by associating with the 
Church's enemy, Freemasonry? Moreover, is it certain that 
Pope Leo's words, pronounced as they were, in the course of a 
discussion of Orders conferred by heretics who had no belief 
in the Catholic doctrine of the priesthood, are even 
applicable to the case of Freemasons? 

We think that we can deal with the last question first 
by confirming that there is no room for doubt that Pope 
Leo's doctrine (that validity must be presumed) is univers- 
all v applicable, and even specifically applicable to the 
case of Masonic prelates. We call to witness Cardinal John 
de Lugo (1583-1660), one of the foremost moral and dogmatic 
theologians of the seventeenth century. "The Church judges 
to be truly baptized," he writes ( Disputationes Scholasticae 
et Morales , Tractatus de Sacramentis, Disputatio VIII, De 
hin^f a Sa t cramentorum ' Section III), "him whom she sees 
baptized exteriorly in due form." And he adds that, if a 

S v t P r °nounced the formula of absolution without intending 
pxterioriJ I ° lve ' " tne absolution would be invalid although 
info ms ll IL?° M falselY be thou 9 ht valid." Moreover, he 
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ritual, or by .JiV^f" . bY °"'* in ' ) un «»thorUed changes In the 
1 •*"•« sl,„, of l. ck of 8erlou8ne99 . 



We think that our readers will aarp* i-h.- -v 
ambiguity in the position of these author! tlMi-h?? re ». ls no 
rites of the Church are correctly used as f,r When the 
externally judged, the sacrament must be op "*"" , be 
unless it is proved invalid. And notwithstanding ^ VaUd 
of the KellnerTT*™ B aisiers*191 Sict UnerU* §1 and 1^* 

tlTtT**^ *"« °< t^U^erse 

rT^ying that^^ 

that a man has a positive contrary intention certain 

Moreover, as we have indicated, there is even soecifir 
evidence that the Church applies this principle U 
to Masonic clerics, for in her Code of Canon Law (1917) she 
takes express juridical cognizance of the existence of 
Masonic clerics by making them liable to other oenalti«=»s in 
addition to the excommunication visited automatically on all 
Catholics who join the Lodge. But her legislation does not 
include the faintest hint of any doubt as to the validity of 
the ministrations of Masonic prelates, as surely it would if 
there were any solid grounds for such doubt. The most 
obvious measure that could have been taken against Masonic 
clerics would have been to make their excommunication "most 
specially reserved to the Holy See", so that Rome would learn 
of all such clerics who were apprehended or who confessed, 
and could prudently investigate the validity of their minist- 
rations before absolving them; but, as we say, this was not 
done, and the only explanation of the neglect of this and 
other possible safeguards lies in the application of the 
principle we have already seen: that the Church oresumes even 
the sacraments of Freemasons to be valid - in fact even the 
sacraments of Satanists - unless the existence of a contrary 
intention, belying the intention expressed in the ritual 
itself, has been conclusively demonstrated. 

This evidence is all the more conclusive in the light of 
the fact that the Holy See certainly has been prepared to 
acknowledge an Ordination as invalid and forbid those 
ordained at it to use their Orders until they had been "re- 
ordained" when the existence of a positive contrary intention 
has been proved. A striking instance of this is furnished by 
the case of the South American Bishop Antonio Gonzalez de 
Acuna, who, before an Ordination ceremony, declared and 
confirmed with an oath his intention not to ordain any 
candidate who was of mixed blood. Several such candidates 
presented themselves during the ceremony and thought them- 
selves to be ordained, but when the case was ref erred to 
Rome, the Sacred Congregation of the Council (13th February 



190* Or Hugo Maria Kellner wrote several theologically 
inept papers'denying that a Freemason can validly confer any 
sacrament . 

191* Monsieur W. Baisier of Antwerp has "^""^ired 
same thesis ° mistakenly insisting that the intention required 
for sacramental validity must be -a good intention (Sti. 
V Sodalitas Information, nos.42 and 4J). 

„ v- a Richard Morton, 
192* p hi iip Q. Dictioneri, a.k a R.char aud ^ 

attacked the possibility that .Lefebvre a ; Ord ^ ers ehensible . 

several articles , most of them being incoherent and inco . 

193* see numerous articles in their periodical The_^n 
of Mary . 
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~A the Orders to be invalid in the case f 

1682) P^^^ed Mood.* 194 
candidates of mixed o 
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Freemasonry is " l789 a nd was lawfully appointed to the 

bishop on l6tn Jan A f ter the Revolution, when the Constit- 

diocese of Au " n, e attempted to create a national Church to 

utional Co-tmittee a . fc ^ to Talleyrand thafc 

replace the Cat»iou c . ^ ^ ^ candidate<3 whom ^Y 

tU w /o make 'bishops to usurp the sees which were occuoied 
V fJr^nl Catholic prelates who had refused the oath to the 
b r Y - ! VonstUution; and consecrate them he did. (Catholic 
p 1V iMo D aedia (1913), article: "Talleyrand-Per igord^T-Th7 
rPlIvance ot this to our subject is that subsequently when 
Prance was reunited with the Holy See during the pontificate 
of Pope Pius VII, although the Dope insisted that these 
"constitutional" bishops who had been unlawfully and indeed 
schismatically consecrated should publicly recant their 
errors and submit to the jurisdiction of the Holy See, in the 
case of those of them who did this, he cheerfully confirmed 
their episcopal status, without questioning in the slightest 
the validity of their Orders. 

This parallel to the Lienart-Lef ebvre situation was, to 
the best of our knowledge, first noted by Dr. Rama 
Coomaraswamy (further information about whom will be found on 
pages 35 et seq. of this Dossier ) , in his article Cracks in 
the Masonry , which appeared in The Roman Catholic for June 
1982. Since its appearance this article has been criticized 
by a number of writers who have claimed to be able to refute 
the main plank of its case by pointing out that, as those 
whom Talleyrand consecrated had already been validly ordained 
to the priesthood by non-Masonic bishops, Talleyrand would 
have been unable to invalidate the episcopal Consecration, 
for he was assisted in it by two other bishops who were not 
known to be Freemasons. *s this argument is at first sight 
convincing, we regret that neither Dr. Coomaraswamy nor 
anyone else, to our knowledge, has oointed out the fact that 
it is entirely spurious. The reason for this is that, in 
accepting the validity of the Consecration of the constit- 
utional bishops, Rome must have been relying on a certain , 
not a merely probable, theological opinion: otherwise the 
l e l c ° urse would "ave been to insist on conditional re- 



repulsively dishon^- f ? regoin 9 section not only exposes the 
appropriate to use even^V* 1 ^ Mlchael Davle3 deem V' 
also repairs the damVn K u ndlng tfUe P ro P° 3ition9 ' bU 

truth in question by 9 M. he M h V lnfu <*ed on thi cause of the 
on to look at a 3 Iw! defence" of it, we must now press 
again; not only dishnnffJ °", Which D *vUs is his old self 
7 dlshone *t and sickening, but plain wrong too. 
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i£io, 3,\o P .° Pe Benedlct *IVi De Sacrosannt-n M<« flae Sacrjl ^ 



Chapter Nin e Section mi 
Th. V.lUlt Y ,f M.. I968 — .„.... „..,„„, „ 

On 18th June 1968, bv hU ™n«.-<.. ^, 
Roman! Recognitio , Paul VI reolaced ?h. ? ,°« n , S2Stlflcali9 
Ordination with a new rit* whic , UDDr i. radUlonal rite of ~ 
ceremony which clearly suggest the inVonV, ^7 Prayer and 
the power of offering the'™* Sacrifice and" -h' ?° nferri ^ 
- a rite which gives the clear" imoress on that the ^ "1" 
is appointing the ordinand to act as oublle mln^ ? Unlt !I 
worship without having any spe 1 r ! minister of 

denied to the laity. * nd o^e TSZL^FZnU. VrVoS 
of sacramental theology is to defend, as certain th! 
validity of this new rite, in both it's Latin and SnglUh 
forms. ^ 

This particular error of his is, moreover, less excus- 
able, if it be possible, than most of his other errors; for 

(a) he once held the correct view on this subject, 
namely that the new rite is invalid in Latin and 
English; and 

(b) after he abandoned the correct view and 
supported the validity of the new rite, his error was 
very capably exposed in a written debate, published in 
The Roman Catholic , between Davies and "Pr." William 
Jenkins . 

Our analysis of Davies's error on this subject, for 
which we shall be drawing heavily on the material Dublished 
in The Roman Catholic and on Davies's book on the subject The 
Order of Melchisedech , will necessarilv centre around the 
wording of the formula of Ordination,* 1 ' 5 which is almost, 
but not quite, identical in both the new (Latin version) and 
the old rites of Ordination. And for this reason we begin by 
quoting both versions in their entirety with a literal 
English translation of each by ourselves. Continual 
reference to these formulae will be necessary while reading 
what follows in this section. Here they are: 



The Traditional Form in Latin 
Da, quaesumus, omnipotens 
Pater, in hos famulos tuos, 
Presbyterii dignitatem. Innova 
in visceribus eorum 
Spiritum sanctitatis, UT* 196 
acceptum a te, Deus, secundi 
meriti munus obtineant; 
censuramque morum exemplo 
suae conversationis insinuent. 



Literal English Translation 



The New Form in Latin 
Da, quaesumus, omnipotens 
Pater, in hos famulos 
tuos, Presbyterii 
dignitatem. Innova in 
visceribus eorum Spiritum 
sanctitatis; acceptum a 
te, Deus, secundi meriti 
munus obtineant; censuram- 
que morum exemplo suae 
conversationis insinuent. 

Literal English Trans- 
lation 



'95. i.e. that central part of the rite of agination 
by which the sacrament is actually con'""^ *nj -^ch' to 
that extent, corresponds to the Consecration of the Mass. 

196. Emp hasized by us, to dra- attention to the key 
word omitted in the New Rite. 
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.. mv,« a Grant, we beseech The* 

^ant, **%*? \o these Almighty Father, to these 

Almighty ^f^aignity of Thy servants t he dig nit y 

Thy servants, the oig i of fche p r i es thood; renp : 

SI Priesthood; renew the ^ ^ gplrU Qf hoUnegg ^new 

Spirit of holine " ld the within them; may they hold 

S^THAT they may hold the ^ Qff .^ Qf g Y hold 

-Tme-of second rank re ^ received ^ ^^ q nk 
from Thee, ° w G ? ™nd,, c t and by the example of 

example of their conduct conduct inculcate 

inculcate strict morality. ^^ moraUty# 

navies's book The Order of Melchisedech , which was 
nnhiiqhed in 1979, is devoted to consideration of the new 
rite o Ordination of priests, rather than of any of the 
nJhPr Orders * 197 Most of it is taken up with a perceptive 
and valid comparison of the defects of this new rite with 
fhose of the ritual of Ordination used in the Church of 
England which led Pope Leo XIII, in his encyclical Apost- 
olic ae Curae of 1896, to declare the Orders conferred by that 
ritual "absolutely null and utterly void". Among the things 
Davies points out are: 

(i) The Protestant Reformers stripped away from 
the Catholic rite everything which suggested Eucharistic 
sacrifice - a doctrine which they denied. 

(ii) They mutilated or expunged all the parts of 
the ceremony which were theologically explicit, leaving 
the prayers either, on the one hand, vague and indeter- 
minate, or, on the other hand, suggestive that the 
minister had no special power but rather a mandate from 
the people whom he served and represented. 

(iii) Nonetheless, the Anglican rite contained, and 
still contains, a prayer which, were it found in the 
context of a Catholic rite , might be sufficient to 
confer valid Ordination. 

(iv) But in the context of the rest of the 
Anglican rite, this prayer was judged by a binding and 
irreversible declaration of the supreme Magisterium 
incapable of validly conferring the sacrament, owing to 
the fact that the other prayers and actions of the rite 
in no way indicated that a Catholic interpretation of 
tnis vague and indeterminate prayer was called for. On 
e rin c n °. ntrar y' the historical fact of the deliberate 
the SSmI ! Wa J ° f whatever recalled Catholic doctrine on 
the »»1* ? the Mass and the priesthood demanded that 
, valent Prayer should be interpreted in a 

conVeVr^t^^VrarenV." 9 U l ^ able ° f VaUdlY 

can be aV sa S id th of n thfVo^ point out that exactly the same 
of the 1968 "Catholic" rite. He asserts 

the new ri i /Vmj ,^? e , 0rde ; nf Melchl fl »d»rh also discusses 
touch on the rite or n«« oL bacons . It does not, however, 
expected, because at fh! e ?!l ating bishops, as might have been 
unable to see any wav Tn w? ** Wrote thls work ' DavieS -? 
Nonetheless, in 1993 D iCi WMch lt could Possibly be valid! 
telephone, that he no inn,?* l° ld the present writer on the 
validity of the new riK> the 8li * ht est doubt of the 

e8 ' even that of episcopal "Ordination. 



(erroneously, as we shall see) th*h m 

the actual formula of Ordination betw-eTthe n° di f fer *"ce in 
old, but points out that the form,^* i < new rlte an <3 the 
explicitly convey Ca thol i c ^doct rine '" l 5 h 8el f doe3 no? 
Ordination, and, owing to its be inn * he 3ub 1ect of 

interpretations, could be used with™.- Pe ? to a va riety of 
a Protestant, if this were 'done in a dTfV* ° C con3ci ence by 
the traditional Catholic rite And J llV^ conte *t from 
out: 6 * And on th ^ basis he points 

(a) that the more evnii^i*. 

itional Catholic rite, by ^'"T" ° E the trad - 

as "significatlo ex adjunct!," ( a ^„! > , r } ncl ? le ltnown 
adjuncts or circumstances)! gW* the cwi?" 10 " t ' am 
formula of Ordination Itself in „r5.? „ charaoter to the 
form for conferring thes'acrameno^no' """ U a VaUd 

(b) that the same formula, even thn.mh ™«„ .. 
Catholic interpretation in itself" would 9 bv no n, * 
necessarily be valid if it were used 7 na r ite deliber- 
ately denuded of every indication of Catholic doctrine' 

Valid or Invalid? 

. , T"e Order of Melchisedech has many remarkable features, 
but far from the least remarkable of these is that the reader 
comes to the end of it without finding himself able to 
establish whether Davies holds that the new rite is valid or 
invalid,* •*» for the text appears to contradict itself. 
Here, for instance, are some passages which appear to suggest 
that Davies doubts its validity: 

(i) "The most impressive argument for the 
validity of the new rite is based on the contention that 
the Holy Ghost would not permit the supreme authority in 
the Church to promulgate an invalid sacramental rite. 
It is claimed that no matter what the intentions of 
those who actually devised the rite, once it had been 
accepted by the Pope and promulgated with his authority, 
it must, ipso facto, be valid. In addition to this it 
is also argued that the acceptance of a sacramental 
rite by virtually the entire Church also constitutes 
irrefutable proof of its validity. Given the truth of 
this argument as a general principle, it does seem 
reasonable to express some reservation with regard to 
the new Ordination rite . It was imposed upon the Church 
without any consultation with national hierarchies and, 
as has been shown, some bishops have expressed con- 
siderable reservations." (p. 99) 

(ii) "As a final comment on the new Catholic 
Ordinal, I would like to quote a passage from Apost- 
olicae Curae and to ask any reader to demonstrate to rae 
how the words which Pope Leo XIII wrote of Cranmer s 
rite cannot be said to apply to the new Catholic 



198* 0ur word does not have to be taken for this: the 
reviewer in The Remnant , for instance, took the book to be 
"an implicit case for the invalidity of the New ite o 
ordination" (17th September 1979), but the priest ^ who 
contributed the book's foreword clearly thought that ^t was 
an attack on the theological vagueness of a rite of which 
validity was not in question. 
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,- , «t least where mandatory prayers are concerned. 
Ordinal, at ie * he aut hors of the Ordinal and...- th ; 

Pope Le ° «hon they associated with themselves from the 
abettors whom they ,_ being fully cognisant of t£ 

hete ««rl connection between faith and worship. . .under I 
nGCe A%t of returning to the primitive form they 
pre ,«hPd the liturgical order in many ways to suit the 
e°rro s of the reformers. For this reason in the who^ 
errors ui *- i-H^ro nn rlear mentinn ^e .. ._ 




w..*. overv crate «-»'. *...v.~~ 3 - — - - v ^cu in 

such' prayers of the Catholic rite as they had not 
entirely rejected was deliberately removed and struck 
out In this way, the native character or spirit of the 
Ordinal, as it is called, clearly manifests itself... •« 




(iv) "If the new Catholic rite is considered 
satisfactory, then the entire case put by Apostolicae 
Curae is undermined... If the new Catholic rite, shorn 
of any mandatory prayer signifying the essential powers 
of the priesthood, is valid, then there seems no reason 
why the 1662 Anglican rite should not be valid too..." 
(p. 97) 

That all seems clear enough. Or, rather, it would seem 
clear enough if there were not other indications that Davies 
in fact holds the new rite to be valid. For instance, he 
sees fit to include a foreword in his book by Professor 
J. P.M. van der Ploeg O.P. in which the latter says: 

"There can be no doubt of the validity of the New 
Rite but there are certain features which the author 
deplores. " 

And in his own "Author's Introduction", Davies himself 
writes: 

nrAi"^ C0 . m Plaint against the new Catholic rite of 
Ordination is not that it is invalid, but that it lends 
llauL* -5 am biguous interpretation to which. ..the 
Anglican rite is open." 



cogently 



c new rite is f doubtful validity. 

opinion, treated' hlm. 1 ^'* althoa 9h hostile to Davies's 

Davies which was published < re9pect ' elicited a reply from 

g at "olic- This in «■„, * sub * e quent issue of TJhe_Roman 

turn was capped by a further arTTcTTbY 



271 

"Fr. 
pa 



'Fr." Jenkins, and in the 

,altry grasp of the principles "f clthV 9 debate Davies ' 3 

rill be seen, ma de painfull^ «Sd in% "•■! « 

We begin by reproducing extn^. c 
first article followed by extracts from " "?''" J «*lns's 
sequent articles by Davies himself Ml each of th * sub- 
case drawing special attention to the ^^i Jenkin8 ' ln "<* 
the article and interspersing them !h? k im P° rt ant parts of 
highlight their significance th our own comments to 

Here, then, are some evf-r*^i-« e 
article: ** extr acts from - Pr .- j enking . a 

"This essay proposes: (i) t-n {***-** 
what appears to be Mr. Davies 'a main „ ftl V I a " d a33e3s 
Ordination rite, (ii) to show fhil- £> * ? b ° Ut the new 
new rite is doubtful, and m?i\\ th , e , validit y of the 
consequences of thii 'doubt! 6XPlain the P rac ^al 

"Throughout his book, Mr. Davies contends that Hw> 
new form of priestly Ordination is exactly 7h» „ 
^traditional form. Speak^^^^r*^ K 

"•Where the rite for ordaining a priest is 
concerned, the first point to make is that the 
matter and the essential form designated by Pius 
? 11 ln Sacramentum Ordinis remain unchanged. This 
is a point in favour of the new rite. It is the 
only point in its favour.' (p. 74) 

"Mr Davies repeats this assertion three more times 
in the course of The Order of Melchisedech .* 1 99 His 
final mention of this occurs on page 126 of the book, 
where he comments on it using the words of Fr. Francis 
Clark S.J.,*200 who wrote in his study Anglican Orders 
and Defect of Intention that 

"'Since the constitution Sacramentum Ordinis 
of Pius XII, it would seem that no priestly 
Ordination in which the minister uses exactly the 
words described in that document ... could be 
impugned on the grounds of defective form, whatever 
defects there might be in the other elements of the 
rite.' (p. 183) 



199* 



Pages 79, 88, 126. 



200* Dr> Francis Clark is a learned ex-Jesuit who has 
written two books and a number of articles on the theological 
technicalities of Anglican orders and the effect of a 
defective intention in invalidating the ordination rite. He 
was laicized (i.e. reduced from the priesthood to the lay 
state) by the Conciliar Church, and although this was 
apparently for more respectable reasons than those commonly 
invoked by those priests who abandon the Conciliar Church to 
"marry", he is nonetheless a professing member of that 
heretical organization, although it appears that his position 
on the subject of sacramental theology is almost completely, 
sound, even if occasionally misleading (see pages 30t>-* 
this Dossier) - J.S.D. 
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, e * he believes that the form of the Sacrament 
"Unchanged, Mr. Davies implies that the new 
ha ? e n o°fpAestly Ordination must be valid, regardless of 
its defects. 

-Although later in the book, Mr. Davies admits 9 om e 
conable reservations regarding the validity of the 
reasonable re helesg makes his point exceedi ngly 

cle'ar in nis writings which have followed the book." 

*„* -Pr " Jenkins then goes on to cite places in which 
• *,« made clear his current firm belief that the 
J.'udUy o? th 3 e new C rite of Ordination is unassailable ..201 

Jenkins is about to Doint out that Davies is guilty of a 
crucial error in stating that the form of the sacrament of 
Order is the same in the 1968 rite as in the traditional 
Roman rite; but before we quote his words on that subject, it 
is worth drawing attention to a footnote which he includes in 
commenting on the extract quoted above from Dr. Clark's work. 
It should be understood that Davies 's argument, based on 
Clark, is that the 1968 rite must be valid, because it 
contains the same matter and form as were found in the 
traditional rite; the prayer and action specified by Pope 
Pius XII as essential to, and effecting, validity. On this 
argument Jenkins comments: 

"This argument favouring the validity of the new 
Ordinal is not conclusive, because Fr. Clark's opinion 
is just that - an opinion - and is not theologically 
certain. The Jesuit priest appears to recognize this 
himself, when he uses the words 'it would seem that' to 
introduce his thesis. There are, in fact, equally noted 
theologians who would disagree with Fr. Clark, or at 
least qualify his statement. For example, another 
Jesuit theologian, Fr. Felix Cappello, maintains that 
the bare words of the form are not enough; the words of 
the formula must also be presented in a 'consecratory 
manner'. He says: 'For validity there is required, 
besides no substantial change. . .that the words of this 
formula be presented in a consecratory manner, and not 
just in a historical, instructional or promissory way.' 
[Evidently these words of Fr. Cappello apply specific- 
ally to the Mass rather than to Ordination, but the same 
rIn« C i\ P ? p P lie9: in view of the opinion of Fr. 
m« P n! and other like-minded theologians, it cannot be 
maintained that the mere use of the essential formula - 
valMrf. Sa , C / ament ' automatically guarantees its 
C^urch'w-* V- U n0t used in the lontext of the 
the form ,5 l ??° far a3 the ri tual itself impinges on 
Tractatus r, aff6CtS lt3 signification. - J.S.D.] 
rW^u! Canonicn-m^.ii.. ir sacrament is . Turin, Italy, 
* 1 ' °**i-i cap. I, art. II." 

opinion^is^nora^clr^ ^ t0 learn ' the fact that Clark's 

holding that the 1968 rl^/ 8 n0t the onl y reaS ° n *°? 

validity. A second ?. -J . ° f Or <3ination Is of doubtful 

second is that, shockingly, Davies 's statement 
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that the 1968 form of Ordination*202 ig th 
th e traditional rite, ig not true. Jenkins writes" *' ° f 

"However, there is a grave error at the root of Mr 
Davies's reasoning. While he does give the text for tL 
traditional Latin form of Ordination, nowhere in Sp 
Order of Melchisedech does he give the ! "fo foT 

the new rite of Ordination. Had he compared the 
traditional and new liturgical books, he could have 
easily seen that the two forms are not the same , in the 
new rite, the form for ordaining a priest has suffered a 
change which - however insignificant it may appear at 
first glance - has very grave implications." 

Jenkins then goes on to quote the exact wording of the 
two forms. First he gives both of them in Latin, as quoted 
previously on pages 267-8. Then, of the traditional form he 
gives his own English translation, and of the 1968 form the 
provisional I.C.E.L.* 203 English translation and the current 
I.C.E.L. English translation, the latter of which is a looser 
rendering, but the former of which is a faithful version, 

202* The form of a sacrament is that particular part of 
the rite which actually confers the sacrament. In the Mass 
this would be the words of Consecration, and in the sacrament 
of Ordination it has been certain, since 1947, that the form 
consists of the words found in the Preface and quoted at the 
beginning of this section in Latin and English on the left 
hand side of the page. 

203* F 0r readers who are not familiar with the 
institutions of the Conciliar Church, I.C.E.L. is the 
International Committee on English in the Liturgy, a multi- 
million pound international profit-making organisation, 
incorporated in the U.S.A., to which the hierarchies of the 
Conciliar Church in English-speaking countries have entrusted 
the task of translating the blasphemous and heretical new 
sacramental rites of their religion, with the well-known 
results - sloppy, loose, ugly translations which take every 
opportunity of departing from the Latin in order to become 
even more heretical than the original versions promulgated by 
Montini. I.C.E.L. has copyrighted its translations, 




or the Conciliar Church which they could "o^ — l9 . 
other means f^^^nr Currents 10tn ^.^ tne 

Considerations oT-spacT preclude any » tte P I>C>B . L . 
countless other scandala perpetrated by the 
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•ni-ion of its intolerable use of the word 
^^U""^^ of 

.„.. ,..«». counts ^ th. o .l,nifle.nc L of the s Uqht 
difference between the two 

"Close examination of the two Latin formulae 
i VhVl the traditional form contains the word ' U f 
"mS the new form deletes. Despite its small size, the 
TaMn wSrd 'of carries a weight of significance - which 
efniificance"the Church wishes to convey by placing it 
?n 9 ?he traditional formula of Ordination. The word ' U f 
^tablishes a relationship between that which precedes 
it in the sentence and that which follows it in the 
sentence. When it is used with a verb in the subjunct- 
ive mood (the verb 'obtineanf is used in the formula in 
the subjunctive mood), then it shows that what comes 
before it somehow 'causes' or is done 'for the sake of 
what follows it." 

It must be admitted that this explanation by n Fr." 
Jenkins is somewhat clumsy; but what he says should become 
completely clear if it is realized that - as he should have 
told his readers - the basic dictionary meaning of the word 
"ut" is "so that" or "in order that". Continuing his 
article: 

"For example, the Latin sentence 'veniunt ut te 
videant' means 'they are coming for the purpose of 
seeing you' or ' for the sake of seeing you ' lor 'in 
order to see you' - J.S.D. ] , and shows that their seeing 
you is the purpose and result of their coming. When one 
removes the 'ut' (as in the new form), then the Latin 
reads 'veniunt; te videant'. The English sense is 'they 
are coming; may they see you!' The 'ut' in the first 
example shows purpose. Its omission in the second 
example replaces the idea of purpose with a mere 
exhortation lor wish - J.S.D.].'* (Emphases added - 
J.S.D.) 

By way of further commentary, we pass on to our readers 
that a traditional priest who, unlike "Fr." Jenkins, was a 
true member of the Catholic Church (we use the past tense not 
because he left the Church but because he recently died) 
succinctly summarized the point which "Fr." Jenkins is making 
sentPnrJ ° b . S T e T ng that ther * is a big difference between the 
e n C P»T? aVe a 9Un; y° u ma y di e" <«"> "ut") and the 
sentence I have a gun in order that you may die." 

Resuming " Fr ." Jenkins's article: 

0rdinIti i ft t n h f thl9 U mind ' we look at the two Latin 
forms can un TV „"* trad ^ional and the new. Both 
the Mndii.S,\ G K 0d e the Pather t0 re * ew in the heartS ° f 
Ghos ! Both for- "i rit oE aa *otitv, who is the Holy 
second r.T ft^^ the 'office of 

the 
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destroyed any such causal relationship between the two 
supernatural events." een zne tw o 

, T !;%S 0i a n F t F ^ Q 3UrelY c 1 lea u r enou 9h: the omission of the 
" ord "ut" effects a real change in th» nw^i^ of the 
essential formula itseLt upon which sacramental validity 
depends. 

Passing over the section of his article in which Jenkins 
goes on to examine the new I.C.E.L. translation of this 
defective form - a translation which introduces further 
errors and makes the formula even more blatantly defective 
and incapable of conferring valid Orders - we now reproduce 
some valuable extracts from later on in his article: 

"The Catholic bishops of England noted in A 
Vindication of the Bull 'Apostolicae Curae' that... the 
Church... has guarded the prayers and ceremonies which 
have come down to her from the earliest ages, careful 
not to omit anything; for 'in adhering rigidly to the 
rite handed down to us, we can always feel secure; 
whereas if we omit or change anything , we may perhaps be 
abandoning just that element which is essential .'" 

(...) 

"Fr. Clark himself holds that the only guarantee 
of validity rests on using 'the exact words prescribed' 
by Pius XII's Apostolic constitution Sacramentum 
Ordinis. Perhaps the exact words of the traditional 
Latin form guarantee validity, and cannot be nullified 
in any context, no matter how heterodox [although a 
permissible opinion, this is in fact extremely unlikely 
to be true - J.S.D.l; but this new form of Ordination, 
precisely because it does not use 'the exact words 
prescribed ', must be interpreted according to the same 
standards as the Anglican formula in the context of the 
rite which surrounds it [a context which is plainly 
Intended to avoid any suggestion of a sacrificing 
priesthood - J.S.D.l." (Emphases added - J.S.D.) 

Jenkins then goes on to consider the "two extrinsic*"* 
arguments urging 'the validity of the »e.cjr«ony. He 
quotes these two arguments from Davies as follows. 

sacramental rite.' 

(ii) "The second argument is counterpart to the 
first! 'The acceptance of a sac a tal & r 1 1 - ^ 
virtually the entire Church aiso 
irrefutable proof of its validity. 

Needless to say, ^ nkin V d ° eS h^ cofl'd he'havelonfso? 
iob of answering these arguments. How • cou been at 
Whatever his private opinion s on the matte r may 

204* T . e . arguments for the ^"d ^^uate 'its 
which do not appeal to the ?* e outside circumstance or 
validity but appeal /"^to provS tS2 validity of the rite 
authority which is alleged to P rov 
irrespective of its intrinsic qualities. 
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a t-hev have since been somewhat cry3tallized by 
the time - and they na ^ fche Society of st . Pius x _ ^ 
his subsequent -xpu necesgity , if he was not to expose the 
was hampered by c posit ion, of not drawing attention to 

nakedness oE nis nority " which imposed the 1968 rite was 

2? I% C alid Catholic authority at all. 

* G readers of Britons Catholic Library Letters will be 
A9 n of Davies's arguments is of the slightest 

aware, ne ^ n ;; 1968 rite was imposed by an authority which 
f ° rC « mnrTcathoiic than is the Dalai Lama or the Sanhedrin, 
13 ILt tar from being accepted by the Catholic Church as a 
s n at ' t hTnew rite has been rejected entirely by the 
catholic Church, and accepted, to the extent that it has been 
r ccepte l at all, only by the Conciliar Church. 

Despite his self-imposed handicap, one thing in relation 
to this matter that "Fr." Jenkins is able to point out is 
that Davies, in his book, refutes his own arguments , even on 
the basis that it be supposed that the Conciliar Church is 
the Catholic Church. For Davies correctly informs his 
readers that the text of the new Ordination and ritual has 
not been made generally available to the Catholic (or rather r 
the Conciliar) faithful . And "it is hard to see," he validly 
adds, "how it can be claimed that a rite has been accepted by 
the entire Church when it is definitely withheld from 99.9% 
of the faithful." ( The Order of Melchisedech , d.100) 

Later in his article "Fr." Jenkins writes as follows: 

"While it is true that a defective intention can 
invalidate a form sufficient in itself, nevertheless, 
neither a sufficient intention nor any external 
authority can make valid a form and a rite which is of 
itself defective." 



This point made by "Fr." Jenkins is crucially important, 
and it is an argument which Davies has never made any attempt 
to answer. Catholic theology requires that a sacramental 
formula, in order to effect the sacrament, should also 
signify it; and it is part of the definition of a sacrament 
" a ; }* . eEf ects what it signifies by virtue of signifying 
what it is intended to effect. Thus, a formula which failed 
11 .A n j J nature of the sacrament which it was intended 

even a n»n, C i 0, !, ld neV6r be Capable of effecting it, and not 
arqumenV? i. 7 e °° Uld make lt do 80 - often Davies's 
blatant Lr P " d ,° n the bounded supposition that the 
formSU f r t l h n p S V C in . v ^idity of many of the new sacramental 
asserting that thev'V" ^^ Can be countered merely by 
authority as hi k^ 6 been Promulgated by legitimate 
objection that % ho J 9 n ,° an3wsr were necessary to the 
doctrine con Ce rn! y naTh taln n ° s ^estion of the Catholic 
words, he argues as if h K Sacramen t in question. In other 
an authoritative « Church had the power, by virtue of 

weather i 3 fine tod™» 0n0U, l Cement ' to ma * e tne words " the 
valid sacramental L°\ two lumD8 of sugar please" into a 
cannot. Our Lord gave m* ' £"* the P laln fact U that she 

at- u^ D WtU 9ave his Chnr^K ™ __j -_~.-«ri- 





Now we turn to Davies's reply to "Fr." Jenkins' article, 
which, it may be remembered, was published in a subsequent 
i99ue of The Roman Catholic . Again we shall reproduce the 
most notable passages and intersperse them with our explan- 
ations and comments. 

"I must begin by congratulating Pr. Jenkins on his 
perceptive reading of my book. He remarked correctly 
that within its text I appear to entertain doubts as to 
the validity of the new rite of Ordination, in contrast 
with the position I have taken in subsequent articles, 
and the opinion of Professor van der Ploeg, stated in 
his Foreword, that there could be no doubt about the 
validity of the new rite. 

"As a result of the research involved in writing 
The Order of Melchisedech I had come to the same 
conclusion that Fr. Jenkins reached in his February 
article, i.e. that a positive doubt existed as to the 
validity of the new rite. Fr. Jenkins remarked, giving 
his judgement of the position I had taken in my book: 
•He appears to conclude that if Apostolica e Curae is 
correct, then the new rite of Ordination must be 
invalid; and if the new right of Ordination is valid, 
then Aoostolicae Curae - a professedly definitive papal 
decision - is wrong.' -" « -»« nr»ri« e l Y the conclusion 
I had reached after comp leting tne^isearch for the 
book . 

(...) 

-Furthermore, in his article, FatherJenk ins has 
brought forward a new reason for ^xiety which I 
detected before my book was published, i.e. the emo 
of the word 'at' from the Latin ^rm of the t^tiona 
rite. Another member of ^e Society of St. P iu. ^ 
alerted me to the removal of this word beto obtained 

Father Jenkins' article, *** l h *% e »l re * omission 
theological advice on the significance o ^ ^^ 

before reading his comments i. Wh lie ^ i h ^ e been 

having failed to notice the mi s sing rchbisho p Lefebvre 
somewhat consoled by learning from Archbisnop 
that he hadn't spotted it either. 



h™, As Lefebvre. unlike -vies J^i^"^ 
himself to write an entire book on J tn „ e j^. t0 learn 

difficult to see why ^"V*',," £ attr ibuted only to 
that an error which in hinself could be 
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„ chnuld. through what In them could easily 
ir ass carelessness should^ ^^ overglght , have 9n8na ^Y 
a ve been no mote 



h_ - 
others also 



We return to the article: 

-On the basis of his f^mination of the new rite 
. .nor Jenkins has concluded that a positive doubt 
Fa Jl as to its validity. I accept that this is a 
nprfectlv reasonable conclusion based on a study of the 
P ^I itself I * m also in complete agreement with 
JJhher Jenkins in his conclusions as to the duty of a 
rtlhllic when a legitimate doubt concerning the validity 
of a sacrament exists... However, what remains to be 
proved is that a legitimate doubt exists..." 

This incredible sentence makes it look as though "F r ." 
Jenkins's article consisted of nothing but unsupported 
assertions! 

"...Competent theologians have presented me with 
reasons which I found so convincing that they left me 
with no alternative but to conclude that I must accept 
the new Ordination rite, in its Latin and vernacular 
forms, as certainly valid." 

Davies goes on to say that, after he had published The 
Order of Melchisedech , the theological advisers to whom he 
submitted it, while telling him that his book was completely 
orthodox, nevertheless "assured [himl that it was not 
possible for a pope to promulgate an invalid sacrament. He 
would be protected from such an enormity by the indefect- 
ibility of the Church." 

*nd he then proceeds: 

"I had thus come to the conclusion that there could 
be a doubt concerning the new Ordination rite because I 
had considered that rite in itself, in isolation from 
the doctrine of the Church. Seen within the context of 
the Church's indefectibility , as a rite of the Catholic 
Church promulgated by the Sovereign Pontiff, it could 
not be otherwise than valid. Thus, given that Pope 
Paul VI was indeed the validly elected pontiff who had 
^nVi° St .u his office through public heresy, I now 
f e «iVK th ; t Catholl « have an obligation to accept at 
ri?«o . . ln versi °ns of all the new sacramental 

rites as certainly valid." 

This paragraph contains one very large error. 

failed \Vnotiro Whl < Ch ,? e ex P ect °ur readers will not have 
grounding his enti're oo^m 69 ' 8 ° pen ad ™i"i°n that he f 9 
new rite on the Lhlii " concerning the validity of the 

lost his office rhronw Unp ! oven P^mise that Paul VI had not 
how Davies builds un hi PUbllc heres y- This, in summary, is 
as U P nl s argument: 

appears^ be "I'alM e l fect ' the 1968 rite of Ordination 
been promulgated bv !,',,, must b ® deemed valid as having 
1 a vaiia pope. 

*EE£ars to e hate e " b e e e r n ^lllm* " valld P°P«" in question also 

p "l Vl... had nofc Deen Public heretic (-...given that Pope 

' l ° 8t hU ^<=e through public heresy. ..">• 
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Finally, he administers the Vn.m * a „ 
instead of getting himself bogged down a V t a "Vi That ls ' 

why Paul VI was not a public heretic and h P 1'° 9h0W 

hL3 rites must be accepted as valid notwUhs'tandina^T 6 ; 
that they are quite evidently not so, h* W 9 a L " 
on, leaving the whole question hanging in the air". ' 

Next in the article comes a considerable amount of 
irrelevant discussion of the indefectibility of the Church 
and then Davies returns to the question of the validity of 
the 1968 rite of Ordination. He is now arguing against his 
own position as put forward in The Order of Melchis edeeh 
There he had pointed out that Anglican Orders were deemed 
invalid because the form, although it could conceivably be 
valid in the context of a Catholic rite, was in fact located 
in a rite which had been deliberately stripped of Catholic 
significance and therefore could not be said to be determined 
towards a Catholic meaning by the adjuncts* 205 of the 
sacrament. And he had suggested that the adjuncts surround- 
ing the 1968 rite were very similar to those surrounding the 
Cranmer rite of Anglican Ordination, so that both were 
subject to the same criticisms. In this article, however, he 
now argues that the adjuncts are different . The 1968 rite, 
he says, does in fact have a Catholic significance, by virtue 
of "signif icat io ex adjunctis". This follows, he assures 
us, from the fact that the historical adjuncts surrounding 
the 1968 rite of Ordination include the teaching of Vatican 
II. Not that he actually likes the products of Vatican 



II. 



"...I am not an admirer of the acts of the Second 
Vatican Council. But if they are examined carefully it 
will be found that all the essential teaching on the 
priesthood is contained in them." 

And he adds: 

"Pope Paul VI re-stated Catholic teaching on the 
priesthood and the Mass quite clearly in such documents 
as his Credo and Mysterium Fidei , which appeared in the 
year immediately preceding the imposition off the new 
Ordination rite. Another ex adiunctis point in favour 
of the new rite, pointed out to me by a P/^ e s 9 °r at 
Econe, is that the immediate context for the Ordination 




doubtful whether it is even probable 
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was the Tridentine Mass. He [the Econe professor] 
wrote: 

-'The new Catholic [sic] rite, despite i tg 
. fortg did not come in with the New Mass but 
several months earlier. The context of the 
ordination for those first months would therefore 
Save b-en the Tridentine Mass, substantially, and 
no reasonable doubt can be raised, it seems, about 
such Ordinations done according to the official 
Latin text.' " 

m fact by 1968, the preliminary texts of the Novus 
*rAn had already been issued by the Vatican, but anyhow this 
°s of course imLterial. The essential form of the sacrament 
of Order had been changed and so the rite had been rendered 
intrin sically doubtful. And this could not be remedied by 
secondary or even primary adjuncts; for whereas adjuncts 
certainly can lend sufficient determination to an indeter- 
minate formula" to make it valid, and in some rituals approved 
by the Church they do exactly this, nevertheless when an 
indeterminate formula occurs in a rite that is guaranteed 
neither by the Church's sanction nor by tradition, the 
question of whether the relevant adjuncts suffice to make it 
valid is a matter of theological opinion which can never be 
conclusively settled by private individuals. Or, if Michael 
Davies believes that privately evaluated "signi f icatio ex 
adjunctis" can suffice to make a rite certainly valid when 
its essential formula is not definitely sufficient in itself, 
let him produce some Catholic authority to support his 
contention. 

What can we say? What comment could adequately convey 
the irony , and even poignancy, which pervade the last few 
extracts we have taken from his article? "To the best of my 
knowledge no one has been able to point out a theological 
error in any of my books," it may be remembered that Davies 
once wrote. Now, uniquely - we defy our readers to locate 
another instance - he admits that he has erred; but - and it 
is here that the irony and poignancy lie"- it is his original 
position that was correct , and his new position which is 
flagrantly wrong. 

whir.h N S W Dav . ie3move s on to the subject of the word n ut" 
in thP ?Qfi? m 5 fr ° m the tradi tional formula as reproduced 
in tne 1968 rite. He comments: 

rpnlil^--l he authori ties I consulted on this point 
; t- 1 f the lea3t hesitation that the removal of 
Tniv h " 0t affect tne validity of the Latin form. 

adequate «" t VV ?" the English f ° rm P rovideS *" 
46 lt not a Perfect translation." 

itsel?; V but ft ?,, n 0t ^r hi3 authorities in the article 
are, for elsewhere I ?!\w t0 Work out who a number of them 
in its preparation Vh/ A rtlcle he 3avs that he consulted, 
with The OrdPr of !.ii , ree th eologians who helped [him] 
that w^ rk these d r Pna y f> ^ " " and in the Introduction to 
lat e) Mgr. Philio p^« M Fr ' wi Hiam Dawson S.J., 'the 
P}°eg. And we are bound 9 *" *?* Professor J. P.M. van der 
li ttle bit moro .u!..r°. u . nd t0 observe that anvone who knew a 



anaga 
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who personally uses the anref orm e d Oo-i?" 01 " ^ * er Ploi ' 
no qualms about preaching AtrlTtt Z \ C * n rlte ' but h ^ 
Ordo clergy without insisting on their aJin**' t0 Novus 
gravely sinful and sacrilegious r " ^"'.^ thelr 

priesthood); and "Fr." L a J on ^TlT^ ^IIV^ theU 
Tridentine Mass (though with th" Canon aiS «1k S3Y3 th * 
prayers for some reason said aloud ? n defiant \* C T 
rubrics , is quite orepared to enco. n« L ce of the 

th^New Mass, even if said oy ?7X^ X^J ^^new 

We must mention also that another authority by whom 
Davies says he was assisted is stated by him to be" 

C « an0 ?^u ' *-? th3t VerY P robabl Y this is Davies's friend 
-Pr.- Thom G1 JeC>0 who wag profeggor Qf Canon end 

Econe,*^ and whom we know that Davies does consult from 
time to time. To put any_ use by Davies of this "authority" 
in context, let alone the use of him as a judge of the 
validity of the new Ordination rite, it is surely not wholly 
irrelevant that Glover was himself ordained according to this 
rite! In this circumstance - his readers might have asked 
themselves, had Davies given them this information - might 
not "Fr." Glover's theological judgement on the validity of 
the rite be open to more than a suspicion of prejudice? And 
is not the fact of Glover's Ordination in the 1968 rite - his 
readers might want to ask themselves now - one which Davies 
was morally obliged to tell his readers who otherwise would 
have trusted him to choose as his advisers authorities who 
were not only competent but also without suspicion of bias? 

There is one unusual feature in this particular example 
of Davies's tactics in controversy, which is that for once 
he cannot get away with his usual practice of doing no more 
than citing the "authority" of his anonymous theologian 
friends. As Davies of course realizes, readers of "Fr." 
Jenkins's article in The Roman Catholic have all been 
informed - correctly - that since 1968 the form of the 
sacrament of Ordination as employed in the Conciliar Church 
has ceased to include the word "ut" and has therefore 
contained a definite change of meaning by comparison with the 
changed rite; and because they have been so Informed - unless 
it is without motive and purely coincidence - he on this 
occasion evidently feels it necessary for him to give some 
show of logical support for his opinion and to explain how it 
is that the omission of this word leaves the validity of the 
sacrament definitely unassailable. And it is only fair to 
add that it would be difficult to withhold admiration from 
his handling of the problem, as the reader might ^ best 
appreciate if he pauses briefly at this point to «°"?« r "J£ 
he himself would come up with if faced K WLth h ° aV i!%an best 
imposed task. Clever and complex is perhaps how we can best 
describe the case Davies puts forward. This carries the 



206* Dr . Glover was expelled from his Position one 

as a result of pointing out to Lefebvre that _ his «P ulsl ° the 
the Oyster Bay oriests was grossly *nc.nonic.l and tha.^ 
seminaries could not be expected to a «"°""£^ gly rejecting 
of John-Paul II's pontificate while simultaneously j ^ 
the 1983 rn^P of Canon Law . (His own oosition 
new Code should be recognized.) 
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the 

but -- j.;_ n will De nairjau"^*; - - r -i -..^ tiear 

hig attention follow of Davies's capacity, which we 

understanding that ^ ^ ghort o£ geniuSf to inven( . 

WOal Lnta of genuine brilliance, arguments which often 
ar9 ?r to be so obviously correct as to be not even worth 
aPP Monina - unless and until they are compared with the 
2 U ^hVna of genuine Catholic theologians, at which point they 
".solve completely, exposed as radically incompatible with 
Catholic orthodoxy. 

Let us now embark on our summary. 

The relevant section of his article is entitled "The 
Missing 'Ut ,n , and in it Davies proceeds as follows: 

(i) He opens by making a correct distinction 
between the two parts of the sacrament of Order, 
pointing out that: 

(a) the sacrament confers in the first place 
"the priestly character itself, the 'gratia gratis 
data' [freely given grace]"; but, in addition to 
this 

(b) "the sacrament of Order confers not only 
the priesthood but also the 'gratia status' [grace 
of status], enabling and prompting the recipient to 
fulfil his office worthily..." 

(ii) He then argues that the form of the sacrament 
of Ordination, as reproduced on pages 267-8, is divided 
into two parts, the first of which confers the sac- 
ramental character of the priesthood, and the second of 
which confers the "grace of status", i.e. a special 
increase of sanctifying grace enabling the recipient of 
the sacrament to acquit himself faithfully of his sacred 
ministry. We give Davies's own words: 

"The Latin form is in two parts. The first 
part refers directly to the conferring of the 
priestly character itself... This part is in itself 
an adequate form for conferring the priesthood and 
consists of the words: 

"Da, quaesumus, omnipotens Pater, in hos 

tamulos tuos, Presbyterii dignitatem.' 

ha rant ' we beseech Thee, Almighty Father to 

PHeVthoo/.M. ervant9 ' the aignlty o£ the 
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upon the ordinandi, the biahno -k 
invoke the conferring of A ° p *" goe9 on to 
which should no iaUy acco B n? Ctl I yln ' grace 
character. But the tw >re q ue t? of" thJV ri : 8tly 
distinct, i.e. thaf ho «! , the Ch urch are 

and that 'he n.ay^^Vh'oV'" h" Rj'l"*"* 
depend upon the second." rst does not 

In short, what Davies is savina U ^ a h M 
word "dignitatem" has been uttered? the essentialTh a9 the 
ft f the priesthood has *l r eadv 1 ™,?*™ *^ .«*«'«<• **l 
remaining part ot the tor, is intended merely to pe tition the 
necessary graces for the recipient of the sacrament, wno has 
in fact, already been ordained by the time they are uttered?' 

Perhaps the reader is tempted to suggest that such a 
division of the sacramental form is no more than an arbitrary 
suggestion of Davies and that, since it is not certain It 
therefore cannot be used as the basis of a purporte'dlv 
certain argument*^ ' defending the validity of the 1968 rite 
But Davies is not to be underestimated. He does not flinch 
from facing up to such a retort, and replies by setting out 
to demonstrate that the second part of the formula is not 
concerned with the conferring of the Driestly character 
itself, and is therefore irrelevant to it. 

The suggestion that the second part of the formula 
(after the word "dignitatem") has no reference to conferring 
the priestly character itself is not without immediate 
difficulties. Indeed it might even seem a positively 
surprising one, because the second part of the formula 
includes the words "secundi meriti munus obtineant", the 
obvious translation of which is "[so thatl they may obtain 
the office of the second rank", and this is surely on the 
face of it a definite indication that - unless these words 
are entirely redundant - they are necessary to the obtaining 
by the ordinands of the office in question, namely the 
priesthood. Once again Davies does not flinch, and answers 
as follows: 

"The meaning of this second part is obscured by the 
translation of 'obtineanf as 'they may obtain' in the 
traditional form in English, and in the provisional 
I.C.E.L. version, cited by Father Jenkins on page 9 lof 
his article referred to previously - J.S.D.]. The Latin 
verb 'obtinere' does not mean 'obtain' in our ordinary 
English sense, but rather 'lay hold', 'maintain , or as 
the second I.C.E.L. translation expresses it: tc .be 
faithful to'. Thus, the translation of the second part 
of the traditional form would express the Latin exactly 
if it read: 'Renew in their hearts (or wi thin them) the 
Spirit of holiness, so that they may ^faithful to the 
ft ffi,o «f .-ho second rank received from thee, God, ana 



207* we think it worth emphasizing that ^e^poU^ which 
Davies had taken it upon himself - ana i na . ordin ation 

himself - to orove is not that the 1968 rite ^ . f he 

ma* be valid, but that it is ^^L^ nl valid (which 
succeeded in showing it to be oi ^°^ ul C d er mean that new-rite 
he does not), the remaining doubt woulo m « he corr ect 

priests - even in the event of h.u adop ti^ f 
Catholic position - could no more oe j church of 

sacraments than if their Orders, like those 
England, were definitely null. 



he 

P 
C 
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k„ the oattern of their lives, inculcate the 
p m a a t y ter b n Y [src]ofholylivvn g . 

(...) 

-The important passage here is the one which reads 
• r.tin 'ut acceptum a te Deus, secundi meriti munus 
m t- atl " V The anomaly caused by translating - b- 
°^Z as* 'to obtain' is made clear in the translation 
J th% oassaqe cited by Father Jenkins: 'so that they 
° f 'oitai ? n the office of the second rank received from 
ZL God.' * ~ r *st is ma de that the ordinandi ^ 
deceive .n-»hhin-q~wftc h they have already receiv-JdT-but 
This anomaly is ie.uo.cJ when 'ublinere J is correctly 
translated as 'be faithful to'. In other words, the 
second invocation is for the grace, not to obtain the 
priesthood that they h ave already obtained Caccept- 
um' ) . " 

And we find it difficult to doubt that those readers of 
Th P Roman Catholic , presumably the vast majority, who have 
studied neither the niceties of sacramental theology nor the 
finer points of meaning of early Christian Latin, will have 
found themselves unable to resist Davies's apparently cogent 
argument. The "office of the second rank", Davies argues, is 
referred to as "acceptum" meaning "received", and this past 
participle must surely indicate that the office has already 
been received by the stage that these words are uttered in 
the second half of the formula; and therefore, to avoid a 
chronological anomaly in the prayer, it is necessary to have 
recourse to his rendering of "obtineant" as "that they may be 
faithful to" rather than "that they may obtain". And if that 
is the correct translation, then indeed the second half of 
the formula is no more than a prayer for grace; and then 
indeed the minor change in it, which is all that omitting the 
word "at" would amount to, will not affect the validity of 
the conferring of the sacramental character, which has 
already taken place during the first half of the form. 
Moreover, his readers will have been strongly encouraged in 
this opinion by Davies's assurance that such a rendering of 
the word "obtineant" is in fact the only one available, 
especially as they have learnt from an earlier Dart of the 
article that his insights into Latin are not all the fruit of 
his own erudition as he had "obtained the advice of a leading 
authority on Christian Latin. "*208 

follow\m OU a 9 V W 1 Can Safely leave lt to "Fr." Jenkins, in his 
Wb.r.n 5 l ? The R ™*n Cathnli. from which we shall 

tha D«v?e,'. P t«?? Cin9 the m ° St im P°'tant extracts, to show 
oavies s tortuous reasoning has brought him into direct 




includes the words "n?* Ma8S for the Kin 9- Thls Ma9 ? 
obtinendam animae „ ,' ' ' prof lciant . . . reg i nostro ad 
meaning i 8 - 80 that ;. h :J al , ut ? m " » and their only possible 

^iifliHi the salvation JT, ** ° f distance to our king in 
on oc his soul." 



285 




The first thing to be pointed oat U .-h*- w 
is to be said of the translation l o 'Kblin-ntn^V** el3e 
be faithful to", one of Davies 's VrauZnVl < " may the Y 
is utterly and flagrantly invalid VhTs ia \l 9UPP ° r l ° f lt 
bases upon his allegation that the transl»M«n %°^t WhlCh he 
"to obtain" leads to the anomaly that fhl ■ i ** W ° rd as 
sacrament would be requesting "that the rJi„,„^ later ° f the 
something which they have already r^eiver^hTaro 061 ^ 
.goes as follows: Y ec1, The argument 

(i) In the second half of the traditional Latin 
formula the prayer is made that the ordinands (adding 
the syntax to clarify the point) "obtineant secunSi 
meriti munus acceptum a te." 

(ii) Those words mean either "may they obtain 
or "may they be faithful to... the office received from 
Thee. " 

(iii) Since it is illogical to ask for someone to 
obtain what they have already "received", the alter- 
native translation of "be faithful to" is inescapable. 

However plausible this may sound, we are forced to spoil 
everything; for what he argues by no means follows. Although 
it is true that the word "acceptum" is a past participle, 
this does not necessarily mean that it is past tense in 
relation to the verb "obtineant" and therefore carries no 
implication that the "munus" or office has already been 
received at the time that these words are uttered. This is 
because Latin participles sometimes have the force of 
subordinate relative clauses, and as there is no present 
participle passive in Latin the past participle is sometimes 
used - probably in imitation of the corresponding Greek 
participle - with a present, or even future sense.** * 
Readers to whom this last sentence means little should not 
despair, as we shall now explain in language comprehensible 
to all that in practice this means simply that the words "the 
second rank received from Thee" need not mean "the second 
rank which has already been received from Thee at the time 
this sentence is being spoken" 

This is a question concerning which philologists could 
debate indefinitely and it is neither necessary nor fair on 
our readers to attempt to solve it here, especially as, even 
if Davies is correct in assuming that the word ^cceptum is 
intended to be past in relation to "obtineant this by no 




could be found in a standard Latin dictionary and the reason 
that Davies has chosen it is - we say it bluntly simp y 



<"»* Cf. 0. Riemann: Syntaxe Latine, no gd by 

in which, remarkably, one of th ¥« e 

uthor to illustrate this usage consists 



209 
1935 
the 
"munus assignatum a Deo. 
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« hiq theological point that the second half f 
that it f f v0U I S n ^ re than a prayer for Divine grace, 
the formula is no mu 



'^Ynd'to a P sV ourselves, first, why Davies felt he had to 
h ° ld over it and, secondly, why he felt he had to withhold 
P t let elementary of the various possible translations 
this h m ff r ^ r e s nta Vor, after all, "to hold" is a translation 
f h?nh makes P "feet sense in the context of the formula, 
indeed in ?he formula it could well have the sense of 
"receive and retain", and if this were the correct rendering 
of the passage it would mean that the prayer in the second 
half might be asking not only for sanctifying grace but also 
still for the character of the priesthood itself. 

It is also worth pointing out that even if the latter 
part of the formula of Ordination did indeed refer to the 
sacrament as if it had already been received, this would not 
show that it had already been received, because, as the 
ceremony is considered as a whole from a liturgical point of 
view, its wording does not always accord with the theological 
reality of when the sacrament is conferred. Analogously in a 
later prayer of the Ordination ceremony the bishop says to 
the ordinands "Receive the power to offer...", even though 
they have certainly already received this power. And in the 
liturgy of St. John Chrysostom, God is called upon to change 
the bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Our Lord after 
the Consecration. The wording of liturgical prayers, 
therefore, though full of theological instruction, cannot be 
relied on to inform us of the precise moment at which each 
sacrament is conferred. 

But illuminating though these linguistic and litur- 

giological complexities are for the purpose of gaining 

knowledge of Davies 's techniques, consideration of them, as 

we have already indicated, is not necessary in order to 

Te l*+? * V 5 P° sition - "Fr." Jenkins's answer to Davies, 

entitled The New Ordination Rite: An Indelible Question 

rhnr.K . compe tently presents the definitive answer of the 

OrdinaHnn 5 ! t0 Davies ' s disingenuous defence of the 1968 

the mo\\ l r ♦*' and the time has now come for us to quote 
cne most important part of it. 

sacr a , m M p r nV^ aV < : ieS conten <3s that the latter Dart of the 
sentiar^i , f h ° rm of P^estly Ordination is not es- 
' r ^ us not required for validity. Therefore, 
the omission of P / K iestl Y Ordination must be valid [since 
ofthef ormu ia] ^ W ° rd ' Ut ' 0CCU " ln the latter part 

contradicts"^* . Wlth UJ thU argument, Mr. Davies directly 
constitution stcr™ t" 9 ° f Po P e Piu3 XI1 ' 3 Apostolic 
the rn D , rLpT^ QrHU<a m the constitution, 
^t the form of^S hl,r Supreme Apostolic Authority 
SIGNIFY THE SACRAM EN TA T aC /o ament ° f 0rder mu3t UNI VOCALLY 
THE GRACE OP THE SS?5 ru PPBCTS " THE P0WER 0F 0RDER — 



impo 



'declared' a truth whlrh ^^-^ 

sacrament... WMch Concer ™ the very nature of the 

such ?or"8 f 9 \hrVo^?if?\ h n e e ; e "VJ e A ement9 of ^ 
concerning the Latin Rite form nF n , following 

Catholic priesthood: ° f Or *ination to the 

"'The form consists nF i-k~ 
preface, of which these are ESSENT^™^ the 
REQUIRED FOR VALIDITY.'" ESSENTIAL AND THUS 

And for the sake of brevity we ini-orr,,««. *» . 
here to note that the pope th^n quoted "the who'le ^S' 
traditional Latin form (which we omit here as we have alreaSv 
quoted it at the beginning of this chapter and we 3 hall 
reproduce it again overleaf) including the part which Davies 
claims to be inessential and not required for validity! 

Talcing up "Fr." Jenkins's article again: 

"Why did the Pope include these latter words as 
•essential and thus required for validity'? Because the 
first part of the form alone does not univocally express 
the two essential elements needed: the power of oriestly 
order, and the grace of the Holy Ghost. 

(...) 

"The first part of the formula containing the 
equivocal word 'priesthood' is further specified by the 
second half of the formula which contains the expression 
•office of the second rank'. Furthermore, while the 
first part of the formula signifies the power of the 
priestly Order (as Mr. Davies's theologians agree), the 
latter part specifies the grace of the Holy Ghost 
accompanying the order. Both of these are essential and 
required for validity." 

Indisputably, "Fr." Jenkins has vindicated his oosition 
and proved that the 1968 rite of Ordination is, at the very 
best, of doubtful validity. But that is far from being the 
only item of significance to emerge. During the course of 
the debate, something else became visible to anyone who has 
read The Order of Melchisedech , which, judged purely from 
the point of view of our analysis of Davies as a purportedly 
learned and honest defender of the Catholic Faith, is of even 
greater interest. This is that he is prepared to contradict 
the authoritative pronouncements of a pope when and because 
he finds it convenient to do so .* 210 

Once again we are able to speak thus without fear of 
having committed rash judgement. We are able to say what we 
have said with complete certainty for the very good reason 



2 10* whether Davies actually adverted, at the time he 
wrote it, to the fact that his thesis had been , cond.-n d n 
advance by Pope Pius XII, of course "*J°"£ But what 
having been blessed with the ability to read o^s. ^ 

canno? be questioned is that the fact of £» condemn ^ ^^ 
perfectly familiar to him and could only have *z con3id er 

to him as a result of a determined act or whafcever might 
only what supported his case and to igno 
contradict it. 
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~ • « maicps it clear in the very article in which v> 
that Day e. . ^ t he is familiar with Pnj J^V^ 

denl „ n ' t^orr P^-to by "Fr." Jenkins, the coT^TTT^ 
C &B£&k^T^s theory as to the non-essentialn 
o? ?he second half of the formula of Ordination. Let us look 
at these words again: 

"By our supreme Apostolic authority we decree and 
establish... that in the Ordination of priests ... the form 
consists of the words of the 'preface' , of which the 
following are essential and thus required for valldiTp - 

"'Grant, we beseech Thee, Almighty Father, to 
these Thy servants, the dignity of the Driesthood- 
renew the spirit of holiness within them so that 
they may hold the office of the second rank 
received from Thee, God, and may by the example 
of their conduct inculcate strict morality. 1 " 

Such are the words of the sovereign pontiff, the Vicar 
of Jesus Christ upon earth, to whom were uttered the words 
"he who hears you hears Me" - words which Davies does not 
hesitate to defyl 
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Appendix I to Chapw Mlng^ectlg^B) 
is the New Rite of P rWl y Or 1J Ja tion_v g Ud Z 

Although most of this 8 Pr nA. u 
question of the validity o f \\"^\ [ t % 1 "«< fc ° the 
Ordination, we were constrained to turn the Mff 1 !"^ 
frequently to the subject of Davies and h,« 3 P ot ^9ht 30 
are very consciou 9 that the theologic.rSuwtioV^v 8 ^ "* 
been treated with sufficient clarity "r all rLT haVe 
follow. We are therefore devoting this shori- \\\ r * ader9 t0 
consideration of the single qu.KuS'U^Vu^itl. .^ 
the new rite of priestly Ordination valid? We should n'anv 
case feel no need to apologize for making such a digression 
from the main theme of this Dossier , because, having embarkeS 
on the important subject of the 1968 Ordination rite we 
believe it is incumbent on us to settle it as definitely as 
is in our power before proceeding to other subjects: but in 
fact we are not really digressing at all. The more firmly 
we can nail down the coffin of the new rite, after all, the 
more completely we shall accomplish our primary, and vitally 
important, task of destroying the credibility in all 
theological matters of the man who has made himself its 
champion. 

Since we have already quoted all the authorities that 
are necessary to support our, and the Church's, position, all 
that we shall now do is summarize the facts. 

Pope Pius XII's constitution Sacramentum Ordinis taught 
that the following words constitute the essential form of the 
rite of priestly Ordination: 

"Grant, we beseech Thee, Almighty Father, to these 
Thy servants, the dignity of the priesthood; renew the 
Spirit of holiness within them so that they may hold the 
office of the second rank received from Thee, God, and 
may by the example of their conduct inculcate strict 
morality. " 

As most of our readers are probably aware, the pope did 
not, in decreeing those words to be essential, make them the 
only form which was valid for conferring the sacrament. Our 
Lord Himself, of course, instituted the substance of all the 
sacraments, but in respect of some of them, including Holy 
Orders, He left the Church free to use any words which 
adequately convey the essential nature of the sacrament, and 
different words Ire used, for instance, in the Pontificals of 
the Catholic Eastern Rites which the Church "«9 nl " s th JJ 
valid and lawful. What the pope did rule, howeve ' " a * ^ 
in the Latin rite the words quoted^were essential, hence any 



in tne Latin rite cne woras HUU u CU -^. ~ K hrt make the 
substantia change in them would be enough to make ^ the 
validity of the sacrament doubt ful J^^t ^e should^ 




290 

be valid 



-«Mal will necessarily be valid outside the 
Church as essen £ ia / he church's ritual, and a sizeable prop- 
full context o " thig> (See , for instance, Duns 
ortion of theologians ae y^ 4 gent ^ and many otherg cl 

Scotus: dist ' 8 ' ^ U \ a Taille S.J. in thesis XXXV of his The 
by Fr . Ma c ur j; c f. h x Th i S makes the contrary opinion doubtful 
Hr for Y °^ Fa - ( \ i intj in practice, for which reason the 




these factors apply 

used in the Conciliar Church? 




oDtional all those oarts which unambiguously express the 
Catholic' doctrine of the priesthood - the power of offering 
the sacrifice of the Mass and of absolving sins - have been 
neutralized. And secondly, though most of the words which 
Pope Pius XII declared to be "the essential form" of the 
sacrament - the words which we recently quoted - have been 
retained, omitted, as we have seen, is the word "ut" , meaning 
"so that"; the result of this omission being that the causal 
connection between the two halves of the prayer is no longer 
apparent. Thus a substantial* 211 change of meaning has been 
introduced into the Latin version of the new rite which is 
emphatically not merely a matter of the use of a slightly 

211* in common parlance a change of wording would be 
called "substantial" only if it affected a relatively large 
part of the whole in which the change occurred, but in 
theological usage (and the word "substantial" in fact belongs 
to scholastic theology and has been approDriated and 
distorted in everyday speech) its meaning is different and 
more exact. A change in the wording of a sacramental form is 
called "substantial" if it affects the "substance" of the 
sacrament, i.e. that which is so necessary to it that it 
cannot be altered without - at least DOtentially - affecting 
the sacrament's validity. In the Rubrics to the Roman Missal 
the Church prescribes as the touchstone for whether a change 
wiii invalidate the form or not the simple question whether 
form,n? r ,H S,,,,5 i 9nify the same thing." Thus any altered 
the cirri \ 6 f W ° rdS , ° f Which 9i gnify something different from 
small D °/ mU K a V ven if the difference af fects onl y one 
nullifv thp ° What U e9s ential - will be sufficient to 
ap P oved formuiYT"''* f ° f it9 di ^erence from the Church's 
does not have ^ eV6r 3Ught U *** a ?P ear ' means that lt 
belong,onlvto ha 9 " r ? BtM , o£ validity which properly 
Church or to words which^'f 6 actuall Y approved by the 
meanin g. And »imL w at least convey exactly the same 
Approved bytheS ** d . Hferent formula, not previously 
by her to suffice for i.? W? at 90me fatare 9t age be judged 
approved by her thi« * aLldl ty and might conceivably even be 
claim to validity ?" 6W , f0rra would certainly not derive its 
L ' " ' was adapted ■• * gimtla r t ty to the formula from 
uaptea, as any altpTTTnrr* - ..v- i «„ ~f t-hP 



different wording to gay the same thina 
gubstance the essential form oF m? 8Ven a 



VhV :::» "^ b..tc 




-Ordinations". These translations are », va f , ^jority of 
incompetent as all the other vernaculari»«M« i ately " 
and used by the Conciliar Church. ons in3t ituted 

From the obvious conclusion fi«.,<- e 
facts, there are three apparent avenges G f . ^ the above 
to defenders of the new r ??e. ^hese are a°s Sl" 311 ^ 6 

(i) They can claim that the omission of the word 
-ut- is not a substantial change in the essential form 

(ii) Or they can claim that the form of the new 
rite, although indeterminate in itself, must be 

i^ erP 7nH\h\ th ^ li9ht -° E ,° ther Parts of the ceremony? 
etc., and that the principle of "s igni f icat to ex 
adaunctis" thus gives the form a Catholic sense and 
makes it valid. 

(iii) Or they can claim that the priesthood has 
already been conferred by the words "Grant, we beseech 
Thee, Almighty Father, to those Thy servants, the 
dignity of the priesthood", so that the subsequent 
omission of the word "ut" can have no effect on what has 
already taken place. 

Well, now, let us, strictly for the sake of argument, 
accept that, as far as they go, these objections are correct. 
Even so, they are not sufficient to prove the new rite 
def initely valid, because, as we have seen, some Catholic 
theologians hold the opinion that even the essential formula 
prescribed by the Catholic Church may not be enough to confer 
the sacrament validly if stripped from the context of the 
Catholic rite and placed in a different context. Therefore, 
even if there had been no change in the essential form the 
fact of the radical changes in the non-essential rites and 
ceremonies alone is enough to cast doubt on its validity. 
And since what we maintain is not that the rite is certainly 
invalid, but only that it is doubtful, this point is 
conclusive. 

And now let us go further still in our endeavour to be 
generous to our opponents, and, again strictly for the saKe 
of argument, ignore this conclusive point. We can readily 
afford to do so, for each of the three escape routes we have 
mentioned above can be shown not in fact to be escape routes 
at all. We now examine them one by one. 

(i) For the first-mentioned avenue of escape to 
be justifiably regarded as such it must be g^ not 
merely supoosed, that the word "ut" x * ° f * UC * J c Vit 
significance that the change of- "9 -^c 
introduces cannot concei y ably to be ex ^ u r d e doubt as to the 
irrelevancy; for in order ^^shoTt-ft this can 
validity of the new rite, n ° th _ l °', 
suffice. But how is this to be done. 

The an*- is th.t I. — 1» «• "T. - t«J 

conceivably be proved if it can oe F 
are these: 
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(., Hermeneaacalll'* 212 b * showing that the 

•.Jon oT^rnSakeTl^ alteration to the overall 

significance of the sentence in which it occurs; or 

lb) Historically., by showing that the Church 
has at som"e time in the past sanctioned the use of 
J? Essential formula of priestly Ordination as 
found In Pope Pius XII 's decree but with the word 
n ut" omitted. 
We examine each in turn. 

(a ) Hprmeneutically . Any attempt to prove the 
int by this means is doomed to failure: the word 

"ut" ("so that"), as we have seen, establishes a 
causal connection between the two halves of the 
formula which is not apparent if this word ig 
omitted; and therefore the meaning of the whole 
formula would be affected by the omission, because 
the purpose of the first half, and the cause of the 
second half, would no longer be made clear. 

(b) Historically . Certainly the claim has 
been made that historical instances exist of the 
Latin formula minus the "ut", notably by the late 
Lefebvrite priest "Fr." Denis Marchal in the 
November 1984 issue of the Catholic Crusader , where 
he boldly asserted that the word "ut" was added in 
the thirteenth century. No less certainly, there 
is no truth in "Fr." Marchal's claim, however, for 
the earliest text of the Gelasian Sacramentary 
(seventh century or earlier) - Manuscript Reginae 
316 in the Vatican Library* 213 - contains exactly 
the same words defined by Pope Pius XII to be 
essential, not excluding the "ut", and indeed the 
"ut" figures in the partially divergent, but not 
wholly dissimilar, formula found in the Apostolic 
Tradition of St. Hippolytus which dates from the 
early third century. 

But it would be a mistake to conclude from 
this - as some have - that the word "ut" has 
appeared at that point in every rite of Ordination 
historically used in the Catholic Church. It did 
not, for instance, appear in the eighth century 
^regorian Sacramentary partially preserved in the 
Montecassino palimpsest no. 271 edited in 1761 by 

bP^,! an . D v. eshusSes ' but lt b V no means follows, 

because the word "ut" is omitted at that part of 

mm. ,i rec j orian s»^ aiw - n «. (which was obviously 

samp I, dL any otner rl tual which omits it at the 

t .TV 190 be valid - This is because at 

Sy 1 ™ ' th »* the Gregorian Sa e n,m»nH.r Y was in use 

essential £ had not yet defined what was the 

event f" °J t the lament of Order, and when 

rJtro."^ 1 ^ ?" *°< nis constitution was not 

* ( * 9 the form of the Sacrament of 



of language. meneutlc s is the science of the interpretation 

Watson M.A.Toxrord Ca !aQ , i! l ? l0n by the Pr otestant scholar H.A. 
a ' L894 (page 23). 
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Order was not instituted "i n SO p Ha . u 
the Church can designate any aoornnVi * Y ° Ur Lord ' 
this role, and, within due VmUs P ca \ e JT* 3 for 
essential form.) Hence there ian' „ " C ^ nqe the 
where in the rite of Ordination tL Certalr *y as to 
of the Sacrament of 0M er lav \?V? tUl form 
century: we know that the essential f. ei ^th 

somewhere in each ritual app rov £ bv h/r^ 
but that is all we know; it ma J n J V Church, 
the same placeTn each ^ Knc.^t ^.VeVctil 
plausible that in those rituals which omitted tn* 
word ut" in the second sentence of the two which 
comprised Pope Pius XII's essential form, th- 
following sentence also at that time pertained to 
the essential form. 

And the following sentence did contain the 
word "ut" in a related context. The essential form 
of Ordination according to the Gregorian Sacrament- 
ary might have been that part of the ritual which 
ran as follows: "Da quaesumus [omnipotens] Pater in 
hunc famulum tuum presbyterii dignitatem. Innova 
in visceribus ejus spiritum sanct itatis ; * 21 4 
acceptum a te Deus secundi meriti munus obtineat, 
censuramque morum exemplo suae conversationis 
insinuet. Sit probus cooperator ordinis nostri, 
eluceat in eum totius forma justitiae, UT* 215 bonam 
rationem dispensationis sibi creditae redditurus, 
aeternae beatitudinis praemia consequatur. " ("Grant 
we beseech Thee, Almighty Father, to this Thy 
servant, the dignity of the priesthood. Renew the 
spirit of holiness within him;* 216 may he hold the 
office of second rank received from Thee, God, 
and may he inculcate strict morality by the example 
of his conduct. May he be an upright co-operator 
with our order; may the appearance of all justice 
shine forth in him SO THAT* 217 he may render a good 
account of the dispensation entrusted to him and 
may obtain the rewards of everlasting happiness. 
If these three sentences together constituted the 
essential form in the Gregorian Sacramentary, it 
would easily explain how the "ut" could have .been 
essential in the two sentences selected as 
Essentia? by Pope Pius XII, bat in«..ntl, in 

SSHflS .tttt ^uld^^red 
inessential. 




214* «ut" omitted here. 
215* New - ut " included here. 
216* - So that" omitted here. 
217 * New "so that" included here. 
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•„ <-hat rite. Hence, although historical 
vanity ^^^ty of the 1968 rite would-be 
pr °° -aS bv evidence that the relevant part of the 
provided by evi re spect9 identical to some 

l96 t 8 e "VviouNly ."pproved by the Church, su ™h 
rl , JL cannot be provided. The next sentence i n 
T de ,Q68 rite is dramatically different from the 
™* sentence of the Gregorian Sacramentary or. the 
^lasiaT^r^ej!^^ or the pre-1968 Roman 
r ^fflcal Therefore the attempt to prove on 

l' grounds that the word »ut" is not 
iqential in the sentence from which the 1968 rite 
omits it though it oroves n ut" to be not always 
and in every context essential, totally fails to 
orove it to be inessential in the context of the 
1968 rite, precisely because that rite had no 
historical existence, as an integral unit, before 
1968. And so the historical escape route for 
Davie's and other defenders of the Conciliar Church 
is as blind as the hermeneutical one. 

(ii) The second avenue of escape, it may be 
remembered, was that the formula of the new rite might 
derive a Catholic signification by virtue of "signif- 
icatio ex adjunctis" - in other words from the full 
context in which they are uttered. 

Once again, what is maintained by those who hold 
this position is simply an opinion which cannot be 
proved. And once again, therefore, the principle that 
an opinion which cannot be proved cannot make a rite of 
doubtful validity definitely valid is sufficient by 
itself to close off this particular escape route. 

And once again we do not have to stop there but can 
go even further. As far as any question of "sig- 
nificatio ex adjunctis" from other parts of the ceremony 
is concerned, we must remark that dispassionate 
consideration of the context in which the sacramental 
form appears serves only to confirm the conclusion that 
the rite which confronts us is not constructed to ordain 
sacrificing priests and therefore cannot do so. Indeed 
on page 97 of his The Order of Melchisedech Davies 
admits - and no rational person who did not intend 
deliberately to deceive in this matter could possibly 
aeny - that the new rite is "shorn of any mandatory 
h^JV V 9 J nifying the essential powers of the priest- 




clear "IL^ 6 Wh0le 0rd lnal not only is there no 
the'sace^ti '-^ 6 9aCrlfice ° f Consecration, of 




216* 



Ordinal means - r itu.l of Ordinatic 
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the hypothesis that ijJ ^^Z^ 1 ^' "-« 
Catholic rite approv ed ^y fhr rh?,, n fflcIenT { " a 

that, in view ot P the wh o i^T~^~f\f^^^t 
the ritual indicative of Catholir 7«Vi. • part3 of 

the priesthood, "any word n e ^of \T^ q ° n 

remaining] which lend the.setves ^ a^uUy "can^be 
taken in the same sense as they possess in „ , e 

rite." (paragraph 31) ^nd / a3 is well Vnown ^° 
pontiff went on to conclude that Anglica Orders "hav^ 
been, and are, absolutely null and utterly void " 

If there is anything clearer than the obvious fact 
that the rite of the Conciliar Church cannot be defended 
from the identical charge of nullity on grounds already 
dismissed in respect of Anglican orders by the supreme 
authority in the Church, we cannot think of it. 

Before we leave this particular topic, there is one 
other matter directly connected with it which is worth 
mentioning, because it shows the remarkable lengths to 
which people are prepared to go, and depths to which 
they are prepared to sink, in order to avoid facing up 
to the obvious but uncomfortable. When Dr. Francis 
Clark, the author of Eucharistic Sacrifice and the 
Ref o rmat i on , reviewed Davies's book The Order of 
Melch i sedech in Christian Order for June 1979, he 
recognized that the validity of the new rite could be 
demonstrated neither by the claim that it retains the 
essential form (which it does not and which would not be 
conclusive even if it did) nor by the claim that the 
indeterminate formula derives orthodox signification 
from unequivocal statements of correct Catholic doctrine 
elsewhere in the rite (for such statements are not to be 
found). We should not want our readers to think he was 
put out by this, however. On the contrary: he found a 
remarkable defence on which to fall back. The new rite, 
he informed the readers of Christian Order, could derive 
Catholic signification frnm "the religious context of 
the aqe." (p. 380) Thus what was to be taken into 
account , for instance, was the orthodox doctrine 
contained in some of Paul VI -s encyclicals from roughly 
the same period. 

Well, we welcome the admission ^at other defences 
of the validity of the new rite ^\\\\ 6e ^%' s ° 
course; but really! The suggestion that in 1968 or 
thereabouts - well after the conclusion of ^ ican I 
- the Conciliar Church's doctrine on the pr^stno 
clearly and universally orthodox is so l«^«ou. . f 

be unworthy of refutation.*'" And o CQ h new 

the suggestion were soundly ^ d °» r «* e ll JJ ld . The 
rite could not thereby be P" ved \° m can exte nd to 
notion that "signif icatio ex « d 3 unctis . . t0 put it as 
contemporary papal encyclicals, etc., 



219* Though it i%p; r !;*p 8 ;^ 

only three years later that Hans Kueng pu Conciliar 

PrUsts? while not ceasing to ^.^^f doctrine. 
Church as an accredited teacher of Catnon 
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, ac we can manaqe - highly questionable. Par 
delicately as w ^^ . g recognized by Catholic theo- 

from being a n °\\ n it is a mere novelty, and it i s 
logians as ce , even fche very litnited statug 

oTbelng considered theologically "probable". 

We believe we need say no more on the second 
possible avenue of escaoe. 

fiii) Th* third and final one is Davies's own 
•*•«« This, we remind our readers, is that the 
position. i ^ beseech Thee, Almighty Father, to 
the'se Thy servants, the dignity of the priesthood , « are 
Efficient hy themselves to confer the sacrament of 
nriestlv Ordination, so that whether or not the 
following Dart of the formula includes the word "ut" ig 
immaterial! To this the only answer that is needed is 
the following solemn declaration of Pope Pius XII in his 
constitution Sacramentum Ordinis (1947): 

"The form [of Driestly Ordinationl consists of 
the words of the 'Preface', of which the following 
are essential and thus required for validity : 

"'Grant, we beseech Thee, Almighty 
Father, to these Thy servants, the dignity of 
the oriesthood; renew the spirit of holiness 
within them so that they may hold the office 
of the second rank received from Thee, God, 
and may by the example of their conduct 
inculcate strict morality."' 

In short, anyone who, like Davies, denies that the 
latter oart of the form, including the word "ut" ("so 
that") , is required for validity is in conflict with 
the definitive teaching of the Magisterium on this 
point. 



In our submission, it has now been satisfactorily 
demonstrated in this appendix that the new rite of Ordination 
is of doubtful validity for the following reasons: 

(a) The word "ut" has been omitted from the 
essential form. 

(b) The remainder of the rite has been denuded of 
M C h a 7 eferences t0 the Catholic doctrine of the 

f rom ? Particularly insofar as this doctrine differs 
from Protestant beliefs about the ministry. 

^facuTtTr'n 11 ! 1 " ° f these two defects alone would be 
concerning the valM I" 6 . the P° 99i bility oT^e r t a i nty 
teth oe th^ca^^^^ the occurrence of 

consideraUonVo^Mn^fw esta °lished, there is one final 
,ord "ut" from th „ ! 1 pointed omission of the simple 
as been proved to be donhtV /° rmula glve9 ri8e ' The rUe 



ironically, the pnnciole upon which we base this concision 

s one which is stated by Davies himself, on oage 40 of ThS 

nj ^r nf Melchisedech . ^ IHS 

This is what he says there: 

"There is far more significance attached to the 
removal of a word from an existing form than to its 
failure to appear in an ancient one." 

What more need be said? What Davies has told us is 
perfectly true. And in this case, moreover, it is known both 
that those who revised the rites were enemies of Our Lord and 
His Church and also that in their revisions they had no 
hesitation in making changes as drastic as they chose. So to 
what end would they have removed a single two-letter word 
from the essential form of this all-important rite other than 
in order to invalidate it? If readers of this document have 
any suggestions to make of credible alternative exolanations, 
we shall be pleased to learn of them. 
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^penli)L_LL_toJl^nter Nine Section (B) 
^^^^ the N ew Rite of Ordination 

« ui oh fl pl Davies has made himself the biograoher and 

, AS C ? of ^rchbishoo" Lefebvre, we trust that without 

apologist oc ur subiect we can include a short note 

on^Lefebvre's own ambivalent attitude to the validity of the 

new rite of Ordination. 

Ther- may be some who are under the impression that 
LefebvJ" does not acknowledge the validity of the new rite; 

if sothey could surely be forgiven if they had formed 
fhoir imoression as a result of having heard or read the now 
amouss'ermoi he delivered at Lille in 1976 when he first 
ordained men to the oriesthood without the approval of the 
Conciliar Church. That sermon included the following 
thunderous denunciation: 

"The union desired by these liberal Catholics, a 
union between the Church and the Revolution and 
subversion, is, for the Church, an adulterous union, 
adulterous. And that adulterous union can produce only 
bastards. And what are those bastards? They are our 
rites. ..the sacraments are bastard sacraments - we no 
longer know if they are sacraments which give grace or 
do not give grace. " 

And since Lefebvre then goes on to relate these comments 
specifically to the priesthood, he certainly appears to be 
indicating that it is doubtful whether the Conciliar Church's 
"bastard" Ordination rite does or does not validly commun- 
icate the sacramental grace of the oriesthood. And where 
doubt exists as to the validity of a sacrament... - we do 
not need to make the ooint again! 

But had the same Deople a few years later read the June 
1983 issue of The Angelus , they would perhaps have been 
startled by a strong contrast between what Lefebvre had said 
in 1976 and his subsequent practical policy when confronted 
by priests who have been ordained in the "bastard rite". 
* L 1S « what The .*nqelus. published of course by the Society 
of St. Pius X, said in its editorial: 

"His Grace's policy is, and always has been, that 
it a priest 'ordained in the 1968 rite] feels that he 
„"f e bee " P.r<>Penv ordained and aoproaches him and 
conditional n l °, nal Ordina tion, he will confer such 
insfstVd oV f 0rdlnat i°n. The Archbishop has never 
O?dination!- * Drie9t t0 acceDt conditional 

is madVewUci^UtVr"! " IS"* le9t there be an Y doubt ' U 
the -priest- ln fll ?^V- - the 9ame edl torial - is that, if 
ordained, albeit bvVv K on fc feel8 " that he ha3 been orooerly 
to commend him to X n * Dastard rite", Lefebvre is quite hapoy 
Society of St PiL y ? h ? attend the Mass-centres of the 
indeed the ooiicv of *k And we can confirm that this was 
Glover, who was emplovpH S ° clet Y in respect of "Fr." Thomas 
served Society of st pi teach Canon Law at Econe and 

having been ordained '\ nVt? X Mass cen tres in England despite 

to such a rift at th- T V*" tlte ' a fact whlch 9 ave rUe 
the London Mass Centre when "Fr." Glover 
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was transferred there that he was h a =^, 

backwater of Yorkshire. Wa3 ha<5tll Y despatched to the 

It is clear, therefore, that whilp t < u 
conditional re-Ordination to some n*w rit-o - • re has 9 iv en 
be en quite happy to allow oThTrs "to c l ? n riests " ' he has 
without such re-Ordination. 1 continue to function 

For the purpose of this appendix we shall «»*. 
consideration the fact that Lefebvre Ind thV Vi"* fr ° m 
question are all schismatics and/or heretics anA'hV'i in 
Activities cannot therefore be judge by CathoHc J^V^ 
We shall also ignore the fact that, no matter ho« aif I" 
reason, Canon Law forbids a bishop to ordai those To 1)1 
not his subjects (and Lefebvre does not even claim h 

diocesan bishop and hence has no subjects at all) lithlnl 
authorization by their Ordinaries (Canon 955 of th in 
Code of Canon Law).*220 What we shall invite our readers to 
concern themselves with is simply the inconsistency of 
Lefebvre's position. J 

And by any standards this inconsistency is such as to 
take the breath away. We need merely point out what others 
have pointed out already: the implication of Lefebvre's 
policy as stated in The Angelus is that, if two twin brothers 
were both ordained in the new rite by the same bishop during 
the same ceremony, and both offered their services to 
Lefebvre's organization, and one "felt" that he had been 
"properly ordained" and the other "felt" that he had not, 
"His Grace" would be content to accept the services of the 
first twin at once, but would defer accepting the services of 
the second until he had (conditionally) reordained hira. 

Evidently the reality is that either both are valid 
priests or neither is, and whatever objective evidence there 
is applies equally to both of them. But the objective 
evidence simply does not play a part in Lefebvre's decision. 
All he takes "account of is the "feelings" of those concerned; 
and these, of course, have no value whatsoever as evidence of 
whether or not they are truly priests, since the character of 
the priesthood is not something which can be detected by the 
senses, the imagination, or the emotions. 



readers should imagine that the 




i res saint Kosai re nu.i.j- »-» .. ew r i te 

Lefebvre privately opined more than once .that th ne^ (bj 
was intrinsically invalid owing to a defect or d 

that, notwithstanding this, .Lefebvre himself actua^.... 
the new rite for the Ordination of one Jear m ^ of 

the Abbey of Fautgombault in 1973. it 

220* Prior to 1917, the ™\* ti «l$\Ttte%* ?■" 
enshrined in the Church's law: it is ' 9 " c ti from the first 
36th) Apostolical Canon, those , canons dat 9 chee tham's 

centuries of the Christian . Era ;. g S " rtic ie, -Apos^i^al 
Dictionary of Christian Ajit iauities . artic 
Canons".) 



tolical 
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information so 



astounding that it could hardly be h 
but for the confirmatory testimony produced by F r _ llev ed 
for which we refer readers to the periodical mentioned 9yi 

ea above. 
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Introduction 



In discussing the validity both of m M 
an d of the 1968 rite of Ordination Dav\ "*" RUe of Ma " 
depth the doctrine of sacramental intentfon ^ C °I er9 in ,ome 
known as "signi f icat io ex adiunctis' ■ n A* the or incipie 
makes several errors to which we think "1 \ Sub1ect he 
attention. e thlnk we should draw 

We start with the followina of^ Bman) . u WJ 
think, from The Order of Me^L^ T"* ft^^l " 
unfortunately lost the exact reference): have 

"The sacraments themselves are the source of the 
grace they convey providing they are administered by an 
authorized minister who intends to do what the churSh 
intends and observes the correct ritual." 

Succinct and short though this statement of the 
requirements for the validity of a sacrament is, Davies has 
managed to include in it no fewer than two theological 
errors. 



An Authorized Minister 

The first of these errors is the slipshod reference to 
the necessity that the minister be "authorized". The truth 
of the matter is that there are only two sacraments for the 
validity of which it is required that the minister be 
"authorized": the sacraments of Penance and of Matrimony. Of 
the other sacraments, the sacrament of Baptism, as is well 
known, can validly be administered by anyone at all; Holy 
Eucharist and Extreme Unction must be administered by a 
priest who has been validly ordained , but, although illicit,, 
are certainly valid even if the priest is not "authorized" 
and has received his Ordination illicitly; and Confirmation 
and Holy Orders must be administered by a validly consecrated 
bishop if they are to be valid* 221 - though once again it is 
immaterial to the validity of the sacrament whether the 
bishop is "authorized". It is unfortunate t'.iat there is no 
short way of exoressing what is required on the part ot we 
minister of each sacrament by way of Ordination, Consec 
ration, or authorization, but this does not excuse Davies 
from making a statement which is without foundation If an 
adequate statement cannot be made in as few words as might be 
hoped, a greater number of words must be used, and that 
all there is to it. 



Intention 



intention 

. _ ;« *-h<» assertion that the 
The second error consists in tne * ^^ ^ churcn 

minister of a sacrament must intend " H in PoDe Paul's New 
intends" - a mistake which Davies J epe t"„ iste r. . .who intends 
Mass on page 336 where he writes of a minister 



xceptionally a o 



"1* Though exceptional - ■ See . 

Confirmation by special mandate of tne 



riest can administer 
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„. „_ h intends." The distinction which must 
to do what the cn ^" on6/ but no matter how vehemently we 
be made here is a ^solitting, the issue is not one which 
may be accused ot ^ nait ^^ Davies has written were true it 
we may avold . ; n ; °£ he church's teaching that Baptism can 

^aVSS"^-"-""- •»•" bY an athelSt - 

ar * the true facts relating to intention i n 
connect Vuhtt*. Ministration of sacraments: 

(i) a man may be said to intend to do what the 
Church intends only If he can honestly say, "I intend 
what the Church intends." 

(ii) A man can truthfully say, "I intend what the 
Church intends," only if he knows the mind of the Church 
in relation to the effects of a sacrament and has the 
intention of oroducing those effects at the time that he 
is conferring the sacrament. 

(iii) But of course in most cases neither a 
heretic, nor a member of any of the religions not 
derived from Christianity at all, nor an atheist does 
know the mind of the Church in relation to the effects 
of a sacrament, and such individuals therefore do not, 
and cannot, have the intention of producing those 
effects at such times as they may confer sacraments. 

(iv) Nevertheless, Pooe Leo XIII does not hesitate 
to give the status of doctrine to the belief that "a 
sacrament is truly conferred by the ministry of one who 
is a heretic or unbaDtized, provided that the Catholic 
rite be employed." And to express what is required on 
the oart of the minister of the sacrament in order not 
to obstruct its validity, he quotes directly from St. 
Thomas Aguinas, who writes that the minister of a 
sacrament is, as it were, "a living instrument" of 
Christ and the Church, and that for the validity of the 
sacrament it is necessary that he should have an 
intention by which "he subjects himself to the Drincipal 
agent [Christ and the Churchl, namely that he should 
intend to do what. ..the Church does." ( Summa Theo- 
i2iiae, III, Q.64, A. 8 response to the 1st) 

-in^ 65 . lt , Se ! m a trlvla l difference that Davies said 
" 5° „ d0 W . hat the Church ^tends while St. Thomas says 

is cr U ri^° f° the Church does " ? m fact the difference 

what Shi Churrh J man may h °nestly orofess to intend to do 
n c swh U a 7\fe even if he either accepts, nor knows, 
an act of wUi ?„£ !' L Xt is sufficient that he should by 
Provided that he wA t0 fU lnt ° the Church ' 3 action * 
instrument of the chur.hK' 603 '^ 3eri °^l Y to act as an 
would bythat v-rJ tokp„ Z piously employing her rite, he 

doe * a nd wouLd t h Y ua ^e ^ biV^ 6 "^ 9 t0 d ° What the ^ Ch 
and this remains tr„« • * ° confer * sacrament validly; 

that the Church u L! Ven lf ' for ^stance, he is convinced 
out a lii|iT L f j? " ^ "* n11 but "^V actin * 

from Davies's doe^Hnl w nq to what necessarily follows 
lust deoicted would hi however ' the sort of person we have 
sacrament. And thu <„ apable of validly conferring a 
difference ^-^f n r ,„ JL CT T^T^ t0 Catho1< " ^- < ""- Tne 
hand, and Davies on «.w U and st • Thomas, on the one 
trivial. ' on tne other, is therefore far from 




ably, when one o^ the questioners at V h V mVolV ftnd , remar *- 
the need for the minister to intend to % \ 9 referred to 
i ntends , Davies out him right! The tr! a*1 the Chur ch 
told usperfectlv correctly, is that the , mini,* "*' Davie,, 
to do what the Church does . * minl9t " must intend 

Mystifying indeed! But the mystery was solved fnr m, 
oresent writer when in 1982 - the last yea ill the 
still outside the Ark of Salvation -TcanbH^. J ^ 
traditionalist priest, - Pr .- Ronald Silk (a very s^Vo'roo 
ortion of whose outrageously un-Catholic antics is exoosed in" 
our first Catalogue of Poisonous ph..^ informed him t J 
he, "Fr" Silk, had notified Davies of his erroneous 
statement in The Order of Melchisedech . as a result of which 
correction Davies had since desisted from reoeating his 
error. 

To find Davies ceasing to oropagate error comes as a 
pleasant surprise, of course; but we fear that the surorise 
ought to be rather greater than the accompanying Dleasure, 
the latter being considerably reduced by the fact that Davies 
refuses to acknowledge that he ever held the error in the 
first dace. Thus it is that, conveniently forgetful of the 
assistance and correction which he had received from "Fr." 
Silk - and that which he had received from countless others 
on other subiects - he was able to summon ud the gall to 
boast in The Angelus for March 1984: 

"To the best of my knowledge, no one has been able 
to point out a theological error in any of my books..." 

Readers may draw their own conclusions as to what light 
these words, which Davies has repeated, with slight var- 
iation, several times since, shed on any claim he may have to 
possess even in a low degree the virtues of honesty and 
humility. 



A Term to Avoid 



another 



On cage 355 of p™» Paul's New Mass, there ** 

ssion by Davies on the subiect or sacramental intention. 



discussion by 

Here he writes as follows: 
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a k t concur with Or. Francis Clark that the 
H?T*f5iS=&ion of C °. rite' should be avoided. 

«a rite can have no intention. What matters ig 
u Jko ratholic Church pronounces that a Darticular 
whether the C^noii a(3e quate vehicle for confecting 

sacramental rite ntended t0 confect. In this case 

T rh'rch ha, said that Eucharistic Prayer II does 
the Churcn n where intentlon is concerned the 

ITneTs or intentions of those who drew up the rite are 
not relevant once the Church has oronounced -.udgement . - 

q« m p of the more attentive of Davies's readers will 
surely have' been .ore than a little shocked by Davies's 
D?ofession of concurrence with Dr. Francis Clark that one 
Should not refer to the "intention of a rite" on the basis 
that a rite can have no intention. Had not Davies, on page 
79 of The Order of Melchisedech , Dublished in 1979, a year 
be f 0r e Pope Paul's New Mass , written the following? 

"As is made clear in Appendix I this is a case 
W here the intention of the rite must be deduced from 
other prayers and ceremonies..." (Emphasis added) 

We shall not bother to dwell on Davies's inconsistency 
on this point; nor on his failure, when in Pope Paul's New 
Mass he expresses his new position, held too by Dr. Clark, to 
make any reference whatever to his previously having taught a 
different doctrine. Much more important is that his new 
Dosition is completely unsustainable, and indeed would rather 
appear to have been invented, without any authority, in order 
to suoport the claim to validity of certain of the heretical 
sacramental rituals of the Conciliar Church. 

For the problem with what Clark and Davies say is not 
merely that the term "intention of a rite" is in fact a 
oerfectly sound one. It is also that this term is even 
necessary to some extent for an adequate discussion of the 
validity of a sacramental formula, and that in demanding its 
exclusion from theological terminology, therefore, Clark and 
Davies are in effect rendering us unable to express one of 
the most powerful arguments against the validity of the new 
rites. 7 

Such tactics are not original, of course. They are 
novptta v bY l he " Ministr Y of Truth" in George Orwell's 
be ohWM te «" Eighty-four to stamp out beliefs considered to 
s 6 Un ° Wn aS nth0 ^ht crimes"). The technique 

imoosaibll tl C a language ("Newspeak") in which it was 

thTnoJe^exp !^?" th ° U ' ht ^^ * S 0ne character in 

of thoMhf Wh0l T e \ l ? ° f News P e a* is to narrow the range 
UteralW imnn^-Ki 6 !° d We sha11 make thought crime 
whi c ; \\o\™UVS\ b *S**\ th *" WU1 be no' words in 
° express it. (Penguin edition, p. 45). 

speakUg?TVit D e aVi wh^ ? rr6Ct ln 9tating that ' literally 
intention. But such ml^L* lrrational ' cannot have an 
and readily understood t/ 8 / re commonl Y used in theology 
metaphor is based on/h. Indeed ' Davies^s rejection of this 
by defenders of the hPrL!*""* absurd argument which is used 
argue that it is ineorrZ,^\ religlou8 iiberty when they 
rights". Error beino u° a9sert that "error has no 

r °'' being an abstraction, they pontificate 
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* u t In truth, 
; * b of reli glou ; 
r * meant by the 



399 cl, - w " -..w» .. ua „u ngntS; and in i-h« >,u " 1 °Y tne 

ig no doubt as to what is meant by re Fp r i" I ! 9ame wav there 
of a rite. When we refer to the intentio of the inte "tion 
the object towards which its words, bv th^ r a rite we mean 
directed, and which those words are calculated*^ T*™' 



we mean 
are 



Thus in the formula for the 9jP Mmfl ^ e 
instance, the words "I abso^ > "V ™L£ *?;*"' ' f ° r 
within themselves, i r respect i v * of t he in on i 59" tain 
^- nlster who pronounced U>em . VuJ. T-^^^l-^l 
effecting the absolution of the 'penitent - 3 i '!" of 

dishonesty could a minister pronounce those words with soil 
other intention in mind. By the same token, those words 
could not, of course, be used by the Church as a formula for 
the sacrament of Baptism or Matrimony, as the intrinqir 
intention of the rite would not be appropriate to t he ends of 
those sacraments. 3 ot 

By denying that a rite can have an intention, and by 
asserting that "what matters is whether the Catholic Church 
pronounces that a particular sacramental rite is an adequate 
vehicle for confecting the sacrament", Oavies insinuates 
again the false doctrine which we have already looked at on 
page 276: that the literal meaning of the words of the 
sacramental form are totally irrelevant, and should not be 
subject to consideration in assessing the validity of a 
sacramental form because the Church could, if she chose, 
validly decree that the words, "May I have two eggs for 
breakfast?" should be a valid formula for effecting the 
sacrament of Ordination. And that, of course - as for all we 
know Davies would agree if confronted with that question 
expressly - is not the case. The words, "May I have two 
eggs for breakfast?", even if pronounced by a validly 
consecrated bishop who sincerely intended by them to confer 
holy orders upon an eligible candidate, would be incapable of 
having that effect, because they contain within themselves an 
intention which is wholly incompatible with the conferring of 
holy orders. Indeed, it is evident to everyone that the 
words quoted have the intention of obtaining a breakfast 
consisting of two eggs. They are a "valid formula for 
ordering breakfast, but not a valid formula for conferring 
the sacrament of Ordination. For this very reason the Church 
could never declare them to be an adequate vehicle for 
conferring that sacrament or any other sacrament. 

By his rejection of the term " intention ^ of a rit ^ 
P"';^"" """" ^om *he ^nijHon of a,»e ss no ^i 
v alidity of the aacram- nt-.al forms or r„« Concil lar i 
their intrinsic merits , and allows himseU Lo have co^ 
fo the specious and simplistic argument that « n hurch .* tney 
been approved by what he considers to oe dered tne new 

must be valid. The truth is that, had n « c ° had he done so 
sacramental formulae <" < " hemse j V f ?,1 t-he realization that 
honestly, he could not have escaped from tne effecting the 
more than one of them is wholly mcap« ecause f wording 

aacr *- --«-'-•- - *- « » <«*-«nded to confer, De <- a 1 t _ w t. a *rhes 

whic 
that 
have 
whic 
Church. 




to 
them: 
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v. JO have now devoted quite some space to this 
Although w ^ s V s e ar n y ° W t0 oarsue it just a little further, 
subiect, lt " n £-£ Thomas Aquinas. He makes it clear i n 
First we r* turn t0 seoara te oassages in the Summa Theolocp ao 
no fewer than two gacrament al forms must be appropriate 

tTacMev^TheTffe^ts of the sacrament. Let us look at 

(i) "A second ooint is to be considered concern- 
ina the actual meaning of the words [of a sacramental 
fnrml For t he words used in the sacraments tak* 
their -«""«'*■' *Y ylrtue ot f h t e meanin< 3 ^ch they 
convey ..." Im, Q-^ *■**' ^uly). 

(ii) "There must not be any falsehood in sac- 
ramental signs and a sign is false when it does not 
correspond to the thing signified. (Ill, 0.68, A. 4) 

And for good measure, and indeed final confirmation, the 
same point is made by Pope Leo XIIT in Apostolicae Curae . 
where he writes: 

"That 'form 1 consequently cannot be considered apt 
or sufficient for the sacrament which omits what it 
ought essentially to signify."* 223 

Now the reason that we have gone to such lengths to 
eliminate any possible doubt that this elementary point of 
sacramental theology is correct is that, on pages 335 and 336 
of Pope Paul's New Mass , Davies quotes what appears to be a 
denial of it by Dr. Francis Clark. This is what Davies 
quotes from Clark's Anglican Orders and the Defect of 
Intention , page 76: 

"The Church requires nothing more for validity than 
a valid sacramental form and valid matter. She nowhere 
lays down that there must be an orthodox 'intention of 
the rite' in addition to those two essential elements. 
There may be question whether the form is^ valid, that 
is, whether it does definitely signify, in the sense 
required by the Church, the sacramental grace or power 
to be conferred, but there is no need at all for the 
liturgical rite to express some further intention 
distinct from the significance of a valid form..." 



TaillP in h^ 6 * ame °° int is made b Y Fr - Maurice de la 
C^VsVe^ volume II 

can never d t o h . ln iV. h ° WeVer ' the Ministerial ] intention 
ication tht V« - an neV6r COnfer on the form a signif- 
words shouJM? ln .lt ? elf *oes not oossess. In other 
way d^icTent \h S . lg " ificati °n of the form be in any 
lUl f thl ' » d «»cienc n y. e - ntl0n ( ° f the mi " l3ter ' wil1 n0t 
20el^edech 0t rtho^°h Se f V6ry WOrds on Da 9 e 39 of The Order 
we have put l^ aq^S*^ 1°™ reason he includes the words- 
la Tallied text? Jhich S^" " U they were Dart of Fr * de 
for U8 to suggest thai hi Y *? n0t) ' so lt l9 i^oossible 
Plea of ignorance of the true d t* i° 0Uld ** extenuated by a 




('..." * 3 v '"- y "" a " a ^puea sense that a "J ,JL a nte" 

said to have an 'intention' of its own?" Op ^ mQnt _ c _ an be 



thin k that even in their original context L" °' 75) ' 
ible and seriously misleading. Part of 1^ V% indefen 
lies in the fact that Clark quotes no' author, • l " de / ensi . bili 



ens- 
ty 



manifested oy tne woraing of the ritual, cannot be a relevant 
factor in assessing sacramental validity, because if ft ll ra 
it would constitute an additional essential factor beyond the 
valid matter and form which Catholic theologians unanimously 
consider to be both necessary and sufficient for validitv 
The reality, by contrast, is that the "intention of the rite ; 
is a maior factor in determining whether or not a given form 
is in fact valid in the context in which it occurs. The need 
for the "intention of the rite" to be correct, therefore, is 
not a third ore-requisite in addition to valid matter'and 
valid form: it is one of the factors determining whether or 
not the form is valid. That is why St. Thomas and Pope Leo 
XIII (and Fr. de la Taille) take oains to insist that the 
rite must be aoprooriate to the end which it is intended to 
effect. 

It is important to be alert also to a further error into 
which anyone who read Clark's words taken out of the author '9 
original context and thrust into Davies's un-Catholic context 
could easily fall. This is to suppose that, if the only 
element the Church requires for a valid sacrament beyond a 
capable minister with a sufficient intention is "a valid 
form," any rite which contained the essential form would 
therefore definitely be valid. 

If this were so, it would be certain that the essential 
form of the sacrament was, intrinsically, sufficient to 
effect the sacrament validly - sufficient, therefore, even in 
the context of a rite which in all its other parts flagrantly 
denied Catholic truth with regard to the very nature of the 
sacrament in question. 

Now admittedly in some cases this would be so. Clark 
himself cites instances of Baptisms where ^ e s y\? a m " Uc 
form taken from Holy Scripture and as used in the Cat™ Lie 
Church was used in the context of a rite «^i reae neration; 
intended to deny the doctrine of "cramental rege ne at . 
and these rites were declared by the Hol Y ° f: 1 n err ng , 
be valid. But one would be wholly *w££ l «^g\J. 
as Davies aooears to on page 335 of rone ts - fhe 

that the same applies to all the g^^f"^ by Our 
sacrament of Baptism was given its form s n a that> 

Lord, and its words are entirely ' ""^^"ailibly have 
provided they are seriously used, cneY fcne sacr ament 

their effect. But in some cases the t0 ™ ial fcQ validit y 
which is determined by the Church to be eS3 gach cases it is 
is not entirely unambiguous. ana although valid if it 
oerfeStly possible that such ^^lic'rUe where the other 
occurred in the context of a C*^ 1 / significance, according 
Parts of the rite gave it a Catholic signi ^^ in the 
to many theologians would be, or mign 
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KflraHea i r ite which could impart to words 

the same wor^ i r Anglican Communion service would 

Consecration as found ^ . f ^ fey a ^.^ 

C V tain lrJt 'intention, he seems to have forgotten his 
the *° c r , r «f on in fc ; q n e ?98 of that work that not all theol- 
^n" 8 2« n .g°r n ee P w 9 i e th him and Clark in this view: 

"Some say that the words of Consecration in one of 
the versions found in the Scrioture will suffice; others 
claim that it is necessary for these words to be SDoken 
within the context of a liturgy apDroved by the Church." 

Protestant Communion Service a Valid Mass ? 

Yet another remarkable and wholly unacceptable suggest- 
ion by Davies is that the "Communion Services" of the Church 
of England could be valid Masses if used by validly ordained 
priests. On page 337 of Pooe Paul's New Mass he quotes the 
following extract from a Catholic writer called Canon 
Estcourt: 

"There is no question here about the validity of 
the Sacrament. As the common and received opinion among 
Divines is that the reciting of our Lord's words from 
the Gospel is sufficient for validity, it is clear that 
Anglican clergymen, if they are truly priests, and have 
a right intention, do really say Mass." 

It seems that, by the time he had reached page 337 of 
his book, Davies had forgotten what he wrote on oage 198. 
Well, we have not forgotten it. Here it is: 

"There is a difference of opinion among theologians 
as to the precise nature of the 'form' required to 
effect a valid Consecration. Some say that the words of 
Consecration in one of the versions found in ScriDture 
will suffice; others cla im that it is necessary for 
these words to hP sooken wit hin the context of a liturgy 
approved by the Church. " " 

is no?""/-. IT 3 We add? " the *nqUcan Book of Common Prayer 
is not a liturgy aporoved by t he Church." 

theoloVian^ wh« I™* that there have been 3ome Catholic 
for. Ue ol Consecra e ti m o a n lntained that ^itaTTon of the 
other liturgical context Un qU °V d ln th * G ° SpelS Wlth "° 
is a long steo f™J - I V 63 for a valid Mass '' but tnat 
ooinion among Divines « ltS Th b6lng " the Coramon and received 
maintained bv St inhn n contrary oDinion is expressly 

oy St. John Damascene (Homily for Holy Saturday); 

224* 
38) the leI?ned n Vr anC Siri" ^ °i* F , °rma Eucharistlae (page 
theologians rightlv thinl ►£".. gle inEo ™s us that "some 
or a t least dodbFful if „ , con3e oration would be invalid, 
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john Duns Scotus, the Church's "Doctor Subtilis- (m c 
dlst.8, qu.2); Blessed Angelo of Clavasi > (SnnJ^T- 5 ^ 4 * 
Eucharistia, 1, no.24); Cardinal Caoi.ucchnrT^ 13 ^' 
cuest.unica); the Salmant icenses (Cursus Thl^r^ 3 ' 
2?act.23, diso.9, dub. 2. in torn. 11, oart "l" Up ^ ' 
S^harlstiae); Dupasquier; and many other's 'l^J—^ 
fe-^To-T^ink the contrary opinion mo"' coVrect ^ 
admit, with St Alphonsus, Tournely, P 0pe Benedict xiv and 
Fra ssen, that the opinion of the above listed saints and 
scholars is a probable one. saints and 

Moreover, there have been some Catholic theologians who 
not only were not content to quaTTTy this position as merely 
probable, but went further even than others who defended it 
wholeheartedly, by branding the contrary opinion (of which 
Davies is so sure) as worthy of condemnation , in forthright 
language. Among the first, of course, to maintain Canon 
Estcourt's opinion of the sufficiency for validity of 
Eucharistic formulae snatched straight from the Scriotures 
without the liturgical context used by the Church, were the 
Protestants of the Reformation era who created ceremonies 
along these lines with which to reolace the Mass. One such 
individual was Archbishop Hermann de Wied of Cologne who, in 
his heretical work Consultatio quomodo reformatio aligua... 
s it instituenda (1543), devised a Eucharistic ceremony in 
which the "Consecration" did not occur in a liturgical 
context such as that provided by the Canon of the Roman Mass 
or by the Drayer "Meta Touton" in the Liturgy of St. John 
Chrysostom. The Canons of the Chapter of Cologne remained 
orthodox and resoonded to their archbishop's novel opinions 
in terms which leave no room for illusion as to their view of 
Canon Estcourt's oDinion of the validity of such ceremonies: 

-Urgent need compels us to ooint out the sheer 
insanity of those who think that the sacrament of the 
Body and 1 Blood of Christ can be consecrated without the 
Catholic prayer which we call the Canon... : *>«t "jrely by 
the recital or reading of the words of St. Paul to the 
Corinthians (I Corinthians 11): ' Th K % L r °/ v td etc ' For 
on the same night on which He was batrayed. etc For 

there the Apostle simply, narrates the a tonso f Ch ri 

historically; and not *" »«<* a "J^i. ?h Sinister 
form of Consecration, whereby the P riest ' * ivine name , 
of the Church, with the X° C ts set on the altar 
blesses and sanctifies the 9i £ t» "^ the 

CoropositaM, not indeed by *i3 °wn wor It is not 

omnipotent words of Our Lord ^^u Reference to 
difficult to prove this JP »« ll t a a r u ^ 8 t the Apostle, to 
he other sacraments. Christ ^ taug 9 in the name 



juau uuc T.a...- --. read over, *.»- - q p a ul, 

simply recite, or me "7 '" t , as set down by St M 
institution of this "cramen^ ^ church, the 

and neither invoke, as ^ nl = Y of bread and "*% ctim 
of God on the P" ff V^ 9 d V Consecration to the V i 
likewise direct the words o consecrate 

there present, such a one wou t0 the Cat 

nor effect the true sacrament ace 



310 

a t-radition of the Church. Quite other was the 
sense and traditio h Fathers, both of the 

teaching and practic ^ .^^ ^ ^ Apogtleg 

S aSt « n «ini«.ters of the Church they invoked the name of 
r°^ on the Victim, and consecrated It with solemn 
^.Vr." ??ol.LXXIII-LXXIV) 

But the vast majority of theologians simply do not 
a- „„«c t-hP subiect of whether the Anglican Communion Service 
"any ^ similar' heretical hotchpotch could, if said by a 
Sliid Driest, be a valid Mass, so it seems likely that 
ourt has simply assumed that authors who regard as 
sufficient for validity in themselves the words of Consec- 
ration found in the Anglican rite, can be counted as holding 
it to be "per se" valid. But of course this overlooks the 
question of whether the heretical rite could impose an 
adverse "signi f icat i o ex adjunctis", invalidating the 
formula. 

From all these considerations, it emerges that a brief 
examination of the facts , such as would have taken Davies no 
more than an hour in a well-equipped library, would have been 
more than enough to put him wise to the fact that the point 
he was making, far from being "beyond question", was in fact 
very questionable indeed to anyone who chooses to assess the 
weight of theological opinion by objective standards - rather 
than by the standard Davies seems to choose - of either 
hunting down authors who agree with what he wants to say or 
of accepting as gospel the opinion of whatever third-rate 
text book he may have to hand. 

But no traditional Catholic can discuss the subject of 
valid and invalid Eucharistic formulae without being reminded 
of the vexed question of the validity of the Novus Ordo 
Missae; and as no dossier on Michael Davies could be complete 
without a consideration of this tooic, this seems as 
appropriate a place as any to examine it. 



essay 
ies 



^^^J?lne_SectlonjD) 
The present writer ia raa „ 



(a) that in the 
translate the word 
formula of Co 
invalid; and 



■nsecration the Novus Ord! ! 1,%^ 



ch 
the 



(b) that even in the 
the words "pro multis 
doubtful validity . 



original Latin forms, wher* 
re retained, it i 9 still of 



We have no intention of making this Dossier i n „„ 4r „». 
necessary by repeating the contents of thalTeTsTy 'h e IT 
since Davies has given the subiect quit- a lot J Hi ' 

his published writings and in the clours/ oVVl'ng' , hJ," 

P u- r9 K V 3 6 k 3 "^^ Si err ° rS ° f faCt ' l0 ^ ic and 'theology 
which have been accepted as true by some, possibly many, of 
his readers, we cannot pass over it altogether. 

Let us begin by summarizing as briefly as possible the 
relevant facts: 

(i) The Latin formula for the Consecration of the 
chalice found in the Novus Ordo is given below on the 
left, with an accurate English translation on the right. 
In the centre, below, is the officially authorized 
English mistranslation. 



LATIN 

"ACCIPITE ET BIBITE EX EO 
OMNES: HIC EST ENIM CALIX 
SANGUINIS MEI, NOVI ET 
AETERNI TESTAMENTI, QUI 
PRO VOBIS ET PRO MULTIS 
EFFUNDETUR IN REMISSIONEM 
PECCATORUM. HOC FACITE IN 
MEAM COMMEMORATIONEM." 



ACCURATE ENGLISH 

"TAKE AND DRINK YE ALL OF 
THIS, FOR THIS IS THE 
CHALICE OF MY BLOOD, OF 
THE NEW AND EVERLASTING 
COVENANT, WHICH SHALL BE 
SHED FOR YOU AND FOR MANY 
UNTO THE REMISSION OF 
SINS. DO THIS IN 
REMEMBRANCE OF ME." 



OFFICIAL ENGLISH 

"TAKE THIS ALL OF YOU, AND DRINK 
FROM IT: THIS IS THE CUP OF MY 
BLOOD, THE BLOOD OF THE NEW AND 
EVERLASTING COVENANT. IT WILL BE 

SHED FOR YOU AND FOR ALL MEN SO 

THAT SINS MAY BE FORGIVEN— DO THIS 
IN MEMORY OF ME." 

(ii) As is indicated by -n^^^Vhe^orS.'^oro 
any of our readers wi 1 1 be unaw * r ;' li9h , as well as 
multis" have been mistranslated int0 ™ y aU men n , an 
almost every other language, a 9 




225* 
Britons Cath 
a t €1.50. 
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^^u^rn^osrBnglish-spea.in, lands . 

.■>-\ T* rf> are two separate senses in which we may 
v U f the end for which Oar Lord shed His Precious 
speak of the ena reference to the aim and 

Bl0 ° d *. Th ! l f hL sacrifice (the objective redemption^ 
S -^TKT^cond is 2uh reference to the actual effect, 
o? His Sacrifice (the subjective redemption) Otherwise" 

e«Ya objectively Our Lord died in order to make 
llllll 'av^TIHe^o a_ll men; but subjectively only 
cnmp ("many ") will be saved. Hence, if we are speaking 
oTThe objective redemption, Our Lord d_id shed His Blood 
for all men, whereas if the reference is to the 
subjective redemption, His Blood was shed for many but 
not for all . 

(iv) It is certain that in the words of Consec- 
ration the reference is to the subjective redemption - 
those who are actually saved, and that the words "for 
all men" are therefore in context theologically false 
and indeed heretical. The Catechism of the Council of 
Trent teaches that: 

"With reason. . .were the words 'for all" not 
used, as in this place the fruits of the Passion 
are alone spoken of..." (Emphasis added.) 

This teaching carries the full weight of the papal 
Ordinary Magisterium, and the same doctrine is taught by 
St. Thomas Aquinas ( Summa Theologiae , III, Q.78, A. 3), 
St. Alphonsus Liguori ( Theologia Moralis , Bk.6, Treatise 
on the Holy Eucharist, Dubium 6) and Pope Benedict XIV 
in his De Sacrosancto Missae Sacrificio (Bk.II, ch.xiv, 
para. 11) which he wrote as a private doctor. 

Having shown that the rendering "for all men" is a 
falsification, * 22 ° we must now consider whether the falsif- 
ication is such as to cast doubt on the validity of the 
Mass. We can establish the answer with the help of a few 
more relevant and definite facts: 

(v) The Council of Florence in its decree for the 
Armenians teaches, as the Church has always taught: 

(a) that the form for the Consecration of the 
chalice consists in the words, "For this is the 
chalice of My Blood, of the new and eternal 
testament, the mystery of faith, which will be shed 
tor you and for many unto the remission of sins"; 

bPPn ^nnn^^l ^ ^^^ &11 ° f theSe WOrdS h3Ve 

(^nzingern^ ^ fc — ^stant iat ion occur. 



226* 
risible cla W im ^aTthp^f ^ reader9 are a11 aware that the 
for "many" and "all- «?ni ° i an 9 aa <3 e uses the same word 
Conciliar Church i'„ VI U< ? by 80me apologists for the 
slightest factual L.i. com Plete invention without the 
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rnina ».onhi,i _ ev ident sense - ► >,».. 



Howeve r , 
view agair 

sen se - that 



tormuiae, ic is necessary f or ^ \ n \ tne e «ential 

documents of the Extraordinary' MagU ter iui" ! 8ide from 
the mind of the Church by r«f e Vp* . ? ' to aS3es s 
authorities which speak i n Y her name -pAV lesser 
Doctors, popes, saints and approved %ho^ ather3 a ^ 
undertake a sufficiently detail e T!f. 5 l ° 9lans - To 
derived from all these disparate soured * oE 1 !» octrln « 
only exceedingly arduous, but also far belong be ° 0t 
of this Dossier. Fortunately, however thPr. SC ° Pe 
necessity for us to undertake such a studv' for X l \ n ,° 
has already been exhaustively perfo'rmed^o ° Is^T 
Maurice de la Taille S.J. in his work The MvV/r i 
Faith, and particularly in its thirty -Tut h Y th sis" 
"Truly a monumental work,- exclaimed the normally sta d 
reviewer of the American Cat holic QuartPriy p. w< L .*l* 
the appearance in 1922 of Fr. de La Tai lie's work ! ™?n 
fact, the first really great theological work on the 
Mass... The treatment of the subject is masterly..." 

Fr. de la Taille, relying to some extent on the 
theological exposition he has already given throughout 
his work, devotes thirty-three pages of detailed 
scholarship to the topic of what exactly is necessary, 
from the point of view of the words of the ceremony, to 
effect transubstantiation. In his exposition he remarks 
that every eucharistic form approved by the Church as 
certainly valid (a) contains the words "This is My Body: 
This is My Blood," (b) contains an extension of the 
predicate of the latter sentence referring to the 
sacrificial Durpose of the transubstantiation - "which 
will be shed for you and for many unto the remission of 
sins" (or some equivalent words), (c) introduces these 
words by a prelude referring to the historical context 
of the Last Supper in which they were first uttered (in 
the Roman rite, "Who, the day before He suffered..."), 
and (d) sets the whole complex of these oarts in the 
overall context of a prayer addressed to God the Father. 

And after carefully assessing the weight of 
theological opinion on each point, and analysing also 
the logical considerations affecting them, he concludes 
with confidence that not only are (a), the words This 
is My Body" and "This is My Blood" " ece " a p r * J? r 
validity, but that (b) and (c) are no l «" «"""& 
while it cannot be concluded with any certainty hat 
even factors (a), (b) and (c) together would suffice 
the absence of (d ) . 




227 
Scriptara f page 
this opinion. 
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the a^/Vloressly supports the opposing view. F or 
that which c expre^v P£ hich Fr> de la Taille himself 

this °PP 0S1 " g p ^tes st. Thomas (in two places), the 
S U ?l-nVi e ee'nses (theologians of Salamanca who compiled 
83 ncnroassed compendium of theology), Suarez, Scotus, 
?ai U i n the Pa e S rrlier ^Thomists up to Cajetan who rejected 
^besides ..quite a number of later theologians," 
iohn of Freiburg, Jacobus de Graffis O.S.B., Henricus 
Henriquez S?J., Franciscus Amicus S.J., F. Macedo O.M., 
Ca?d natcapisuccus ("at great length"), St. Pius V and 
S P.^rhL of the Council of Trent (part 2, "De 
Eucharistiae Sacramento", c.il-iJ, colL.c.20). (We have 
omitted most of the references to save space. Readers 
may find them in Fr. de la Taille's work, which is not 
difficult to obtain on the second-hand market.) Nor is 
this catalogue complete - the rubrics of the Missal and 
the teaching of the Council of Florence, for instance, 
are not referred to in this part of his work as he has 
already mentioned them elsewhere. 

Moreover, it must not be forgotten that these 
authorities are not only those who support the necessity 
of the full formula in express terms. There are many 
others who clearly and firmly hold the same view but 
teach it implicitly , among whom may be included all 
those who argue that even more is needed for validity, 
such as the preamble referring to the Last Super. When 
these theologians are added, the list will include: 
Thomas of Walden, Angelus, Relbartus de Temesvar, 
Salmeron, Archbishop Joannes de Rada, Philip Faber, 
Cardinal Laurentius Broncatus de Laurea, Pasqualigo, 
Arbiol, Florus of Lyons (died c.860), Remigius of 
Auxerre (died 908), Gerloh of Reichersberg , St. Gregory 
the Great and Pope Innocent III. Indeed Fr. de la 
Taille, whose competence and painstaking efforts will 
not be questioned even by his opponents, declares: "I at 
least have found NO EXAMPLE OF THE CONTRARY TEACHING 
BEFORE THE THIRTEENTH CENTURY." (Fr. de la Taille's 
emphasis) 

Q1 ,J; r ; however, is this the limit of authoritative 
da?in a \ho° r F V de U file's view; because, although 
disc^.pH ear ly cent ^ies of the Church few theologians 
valid „" de l tai1 which wor *s were essential to a 
iiolicitiv hV- 10n -' VerY many expressed their view 
CoLecration ' unm f ls takably by maintaining that the 
of fo" i f fe . Ct ! a bv a P^er - i.e? by factor 

prayer in question " d "'"•^T'nd of course the 
the whole of VhJ r the Canon or equivalent - includes 
preluT^H-L ,n ° n8eCratl0n for ^ la as wel1 as the 
listed in defence of 9 thT rter3 ?' thU vieW may al3 ° b * 
And they are neither ?.- e ? 8Sity ° f the ful1 f ormula. 
weight of their auVhnri! « in number nor slight in the 
to assert t t - hY ' * or Fr - de la Taille is able 
Fathers affirmed that w7n*Jo" gle one of the earliest 
And he substantiates thf« FER ™ E ORIFICE BY PRAYER." 
to this effect of sain.i T aS8e ^ tion b * quoting the words 
Alexandria c VD ri „ i? natlu * of Ant ioch, Clement of 
rv "' Firi "ilian, Serapion, Saints 
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Athanasius, Gregory of Nyssa, Amhr 
and Isidore « •—" 
of Caesarea 



and Isidore, as well as TertunUn^Orfn'™ 6 ' A ^ U3t ine 
- - --- an ' °rigen and Eusebius 



On that note we think we can 
la Taille and acceot his thesis ag cl^ «? recls Fr - *e 
as any thesis can be by the theologiSS ^^ ," far 
who sapDort it. »-°gicaL status of those 

This much established, we return to hh* w 
the Novus Ordo Missae, eapecialiv ?^ Ublect of 
versions, to aooly what we ha^Ua^t nVe* 'th ^^ 
question is whether the change fro* -for many'" To "'or 
all men" is sufficiently radical to invalidate the 
Consecration. au - tne 

(vi) On this subject the rubrics of the tradition- 
al Missal, as promulgated by Pope St. Pius V in 1570 
constitute the definitive position of the Catholic 
Church. In the fifth section on defects, entitled, "De 
defectibus formae", the words of the chalice are given 
as we have quoted them above, and the following clear 
exdanation i9 given of what changes will or will not 
affect validity: 

"But if anyone were to diminish or change the 
form of the Consecration of the Body and Blood so 
that by this change the words did not signify the 
same thing, he would not confect the sacrament 
['non conficeret sacramentum' ] . ■ 

(vii) As it cannot be maintained that the change 
from "for many" to "for all men" is one in which the 
words continue to signify the same thing,* 228 it is 
clear that, by this unambiguous ruling of the rubrics, 
the Novus Ordo as celebrated with the "for all men- 
mistranslation is definitely invalid. *^ y 

(viii) This conclusion is substantiated by the 
explicit statement of Fr. Franciscus Amicus S.J. in his 
De Sacramentis , disp.24, n.46, as to the ^ necessu of 
the words "pro m ultis". He wrote: "The o^* 1 ?*"^* 
put that at least the words 'for you, Cor manY are not 
necessary, seeing that the sacrificia 1 ch arac ter 
sufficiently declared by the word % sha V hpend to which 
we deny the consequence. For unless >***-&£ ™ he 
the blood-shedding is directed be expresse, 
sacrificial character is not expressed, sine 
could be shed a with^ 



would be the 



hvt^ ua«" defend them- 
"8. Most apo io,i,ts fo'f ne , He f ng implies the 
from the charge that the^newjo^ g^ the trad . 




229. lt , hould - notea t h at th^Ch^ch^hay^ 
recognized the validity of a form wn 
words "for many". 
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an act of worship on the part of anyone, nor for the 
benefit of anyone. " 

, • x t«- i* also a demonstrable fact that, even in 
• Lr« the Novus Ordo Missae is of doubtful 
U 1 S -.T^ iJl But?' although this is an important issue in 
validity. But^ I one in the present context; 

o S6 foV evidence of the doubtful validity of the Latin 
?orm we simply refer readers to the essay on the subject 
referred to in the footnote on page 311. 

This concludes our summary of the facts proved in every 
from incontrovertible Catholic authorities. We are now 
r ::a%tTloXat r M°r Michael Davies's defence of the validity 
If the Novus Ordo, which is energetically conducted by means 
of suppression of the statements of such authorities as 
cannot be rejected and of appeal to the lame arguments, long 
since refuted, of his favoured pseudo-authorities. 

To give him a fair hearing, we shall reproduce below 
extracts from his treatment of the subject in Pope Paul's New 
Mass , Appendix V, entitled "The ICEL Betrayal"; and once 
again we shall interrupt from time to time with our comments. 



On 



page 265 Davies begins as follows: 



"The translation of pro multis as 'for all' is, 
then, according to Father van der Ploeg, 'deplorable'. 
But he does not accept that it can cast doubt upon the 
validity of the Consecration. Firstly, by the time 
these words are spoken the Consecration has already 
taken place. Some Catholics claim that the entire 
Consecration formula for the Chalice as found in the 
Missal of St. Pius V is necessary for Consecration. The 
consensus of theological opinion does not uphold this 
view. A distinction is made between the complete 
Consecration formula and the essential form of the 
sacrament. It was the common teaching of the theo- 
logians long before Vatican II that only the words 'This 
is My Body 1 and 'This is My Blood' are essential for 
validity. " 

Davies's first argument is that the Consecration has 
already taken place before the words "for many" are uttered 
°l ."/ t lu the case of the Novus 0rd ° - not uttered. Having 
H a , t, 1 lu aS a fact ' he at once admTt"s that it is not 
taught by the Church and that not all Catholics agree with 
him ; SojeCathohcs," he informs us, in the tone of one 

"ion - e i»im°^ U8 . tl . C K e t0 a View hardl y worthv of consider- 
Jhilice £ n p 1 the n entire Consecration formula for the 
v-iKi-nce . . . is necessary. 

our "ntroducfor^' "* trUSt that our readers who have read 
the ms el ve ^^ U ^\ S e U 7 a ^ ? C the EaCtS Wil1 be asking 
Catholics" in QueS Mon! eCtS t0 lnEorm U9 that the " some 
group of theoloaieaV^ "V- e n0t ' as mi 9 ht be inferred, a 

?heoLgians ^nd'nLL t autioHM 63 ' bUt inClude the greateSt 
Would Pope Eugene IV 1 A VL 1 * 8 reco ^^^ by the Church? 

Florence have 'thought It ? conVi^V, PatherS ° f the Council ° f 
which words are necessarv f«r eiVab J?' aa they solemnly taught 
hundred years late Ll? Valld Cona ecration, that five 

would represent their iSS^m ' ► Clain,in 9 to be a Catholic, 
olics" and clearly f a i 8 l Ud , 9 o em K entaa the view of "some Cath- 
guess, if thev din . , °° t? Would Davies's readers 
they did not know i t , that thU apparently 
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inconsequential grouo referred *■ n 

included St. Thomas Aquinas? * nd % ** *on,e Catholics' 
n0 ly scholars to whom the drafting of" th V rl IUS V? ^ the 
catechism was entrusted - scholar- u e Chu rch's offini , 
Sater St. Charles Borromeo^u 01 - 3 £\^*M ^S 
theologians, including oopes, listed by f p ? o! a W r oved 
An d scholars of the calibre and expertise * J? la Taiu ^ 
Fr . de la Taille himself? * n d, b P y f " s the subiect of 

-every one o? the earliest Fathers"?*231 P Catl0n a t least, 

The next thing that Davies has told 
we have quoted above, is that the ooinio/oV XI the extract 
ies, among which are some of the most iliuitr^" authorit - 
the history of theology, is not uoheld bv -thJ name3 in 

theological opinion." To the question of who is ZIT\°^ 
for gauging the consensus "of theological opinion" SJ P T^ 1 * 
established the weight of this consensus , we are it?" 
answer. Nor, as we read the remainder of Davies 's col. V° 
shall we find saints and popes, councils Doctors of the 
Church and men of world-renowned scholarshio mentioned as 
supporting Davies s view We are just told, by deftnUe 
implication, to ignore the opinion of those scholars who 
oppose Davies - scholars unworthy even to be named - on the 
grounds that, so Davies assures us, 

(a) "the consensus of theological ooinion" is 
against them; and, two sentences later, 

(b) it was the common teaching of theologians long 
before Vatican II that the words "This is My Blood" 
would suffice to effect Consecration. 

That is what we are told; but if the reader should think 
that we have been told everything relevant, we fear that he 
is under an illusion; for Davies has been less than frank 
with us. We are not told, for instance, that this common 
teaching, insofar as It had any existence, was found almost 
exclusively among manualists* 232 who were not so much theol- 
ogians, in the literal sense of that word (i.e. men who study 
and contemplate Divine things), as writers who summarized 
theology sketchily in text books designed for seminary use 
and multiplied their deficiencies by copying one another. 
Nor are we told that, before Cajetan in the sixteenth 

230* Also relevant to the status of the doctrine of the 
Catechism of the Council of Trent on the necessity for 
validity of the words "pro multis" is the fact that : its 
contents consist exclusively of doctrine, all opinions being 
excluded: "All those who had part i n the wor * ° f «e 
Catechism were instructed to avoid in its compos lt ion t^ 
particular opinions of individuals and schools 
exoress the doctrine of the universal -Church, ^ . 
especially in mind the decrees of the LOU catechismof 

(Introduction to the English translation of tne^ 

the Council of Trent by McHugh and Callan, p.xxx 

•>■», „,-* 1950 English edition, 

231 * Fr. de la Taille, op. cit., L" u 
y ol. II, p. 467. 

232* Th e famous Jesuit theologian ' ^^ds^o^credibil- 
inanuaUst ("merus summista") whose status ^^ opinl0 ns 
ity to the opinions he relays, as one hinge lf, and 
from various sources without exanun ' n9 book ,, n.l6°> 
9lmply copies them." (TJ 1 e^J^laJi2X a -ii-' 
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• n aie theologian can be found to have 
U ry, hardly a sin 9 Le Nor yet are we told that, when 




that Fr. ae i« — ^ d 9tudie a the topic in a degree , 
-common teacn * n ^ ' m4 . f bv the manualists whose opinio 



ons 
profu J ~~" "" "" 

compr 

And those omitted facts are of some relevance. They 
ef i?f incredible though the thought may seem, have been 
must also, ™ c ™°} f he qU otes, in another context, from 
S 'veT^ection 1 "' £ de'la Taille's work in which he 
trie ver Y * . f „ r p oh ie and those who agree with him 

on^Ms toMc ( See £ nr^r of Melchisedech, p . 39 , 

It is now time to return to the passage from the 
appendix to Pope Paul's New Mass . Davies's next move is to 
quote one of the theologians who support his view: Mgr. 
Joseph Pohle ( The Sacraments , vol.11, p. 209). Incredibly, 
this manualist, whom no one would seriously claim to be even 
in the second, let alone the first, rank of theological 
brilliance,* 233 is the only authority Davies quotes to refute 
so many saints, popes and renowned theologians. Here is what 
Pohle says: 

"All theologians agree that 'Hoc est Corpus meum - 
Hie est Sanguis meus' are undoubtedly essential. The 
majority further hold that these words are sufficient to 
ensure the validity of the double Consecration, although 
to omit the other words prescribed by the Church, 
especially in the Consecration of the Chalice, would be 
a grievous sin. The principle upon which this opinion 

233* Anyone who has gained a doctorate in theology from 
a Catholic educational institute or has made a genuine and 
deep study of theology may be called a "theologian". If he 
writes a theological work which the Church authorizes to be 
published, he will be classified as an "auctor" - a theol- 
ogical writer. But such a one will not be an "auctor 
probatus" ( approved author) . until he is acknowledged as such 
by the Church "by specific judgment or by some other sign." 
(Miaskiewicz: Supplied Jurisdiction , p. 201) Hence Merkelbach 
notes that not all authors who have secured an imprimatur can 
be considered "approved". ( Summa Theoloqiae Moralis , IT, 
n.108, note 4) However, before an author's status even 
rnnlno to . 1 ?? d real wei 9 h t to his views independently of the 
oroh",7 ie °- h K ls v re f son ^g^ be must not only be an "auctor 
3 ' ' but J 150 gravis nominis" - of great name (the 
write If£r h- r I 6 °e inion * a re respected by others who 
on duSutpS and whose opinions are regularly referred to 

i cateacrv J by l J arned men) « No one c * n belong to 
("bevond lllllii ?? ^erred to as "omni exceptione major" 
fi.prob.Mfr 1 ? if he ha3 tau * ht "• significant number 
(LTo^T^cTt 1 ") 10 ^' e eJ i Cte f, by ° ther theologians " 
status as Fathers or n«l cl e a "ify those who have special 

first rank of th«oin«i i r8 w 0f the Cnurch a9 bein * in " the 
"auctores graJis ^ it will be these 

Pohle, as 9 an "auctor n k\° con3 titute the second rank, 
major", would b. „ he thiM" 'w bUt 00t " 0rani exce P tlone 
poor opponent, in terms T^r/!"*' and consequently a very 
Thomas Aquinas and St p iu f7 tdtU8 and reputation, to St. 
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is based may be stated as f Un 

belongs to the essence of mf that ' and thai- ^ 
precisely designates the effect IFl?*** 1 fo ™ "ch 

the words: 'This is My Body!™?! ^ e u 9acr ^ent Sow 
[a mistake for "signify"? - j s D , M My Blood '' -«ect 
the Body and Blood of Christ under X real P re9 *nce of 
bread and wine. Therefore thpYo appearance * of 

presence and constitute the essence ^X* effect th * 
form of the Eucharist." of the sacramental 




manualists whose teaching, even if it wer- U Mni«o„, "° de fJ 
hardly outweigh that of the authorities noted "bo w ; ^ 
does Pohle let slip the somewhat important fact thai- ^ 
rubrics of the Missal - the Church's official instruction to 
her priests on the subject at issue - sternly [nf orm \hp 
celebrant that if he does not say the complete o I, '* 
including the words "for many", transubst antiation does not 
take place, which means that, after his efforts, the wine is 
still no different from that which he might drink with his 
dinner, and may therefore be treated as such. 

Mgr. Pohle can hardly be unaware of the rubrics of the 
Missal. They are the official instructions of the Church 
about how to say Mass, and for him or any other oriest to 
have undertaken the solemn duty of offering the Holy 
Sacrifice without thorough familiarity with the rubrics would 
have been more absurd and unthinkable than for someone to 
pilot an aircraft or perform intricate micro-surgery without 
having carefully studied beforehand the technical manual 
pertaining to those skills. But he has come up with a 
supposed principle which overrides such conclusively 
authoritative evidence. According to him, as he explains in 
the passage we have just quoted, the essential words are 
those which signify the essence of the sacrament, and since 
the essence of this sacrament is transubstantiation , the 
words "This is My Blood" are alone essential. Not only is 
this a fatuous argument in itself; not only, in addition, do 
the rubrics of the Roman Missal contradict it; but it had 
already been specifically answered seven hundred years ago oy 
the Angelic Doctor, St. Thomas Aquinas. Transubstantiation 
is not the only effect brought about by the words of 
Cons"eTration, — St. Thomas pointed out, and therefore tran 
substantiation is not the onl* effect which they must 
signify. Here are his exact words: 

lude then that all these words [ i e. 
. , ... *.w« a ocpn» of the form, 




Jesus.' The words of tne run.. ~ gec0 .._ - w . 

testament' signify just this. i and wnic h is 

justification, which is ours through g ^^ t 

brought about by faith; as the te« by niTr Blood, to 
'whom God put forward as an expi 
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. ^ k« faith. ..to prove that He Himself i 9 
be received by tait iu9t ifies him who has faith in 
righteous and tnac ^ ^ adding fche wQrdg .^ 

Jesus.' This .19 The thUd effect i3 that u takes 

mystery of faitn. between U s and the first two 

Ttlct, ^'iust mentioned; the text of Hebrews says, 'the 
Si S «f Christ will purify your conscience from dead 
Bl °r£ ° that U, from sins. This is signified by the 
IS i -which for you and for many [others] will be 
ooured out for the remission of sins . ( Summa 

Theologiae , III, Q-™, A. 3) 

So much for Mgr. Pohle. We now return to Davies, who, 
immediately after quoting him, proceeds: 

"The same author, Mgr. Joseph Pohle, points out 
that it is 'utterably untenable' to maintain that all 
the words of the form of the Consecration of the Chalice 
found in the Missal of St. Pius V are essential for 
validity. He notes the parity between the Consecration 
of the bread and that of the wine, the first sentence 
'Hoc est Corpus meum' being absolutely parallel to the 
second, 'Hie est Sanguis meus . ' He also mentions the 
conclusive argument that not all the words found in the 
Roman Canon occur in the Eucharistic Prayer of Eastern 
liturgies which the Church recognizes as valid. For 
example, the words 'Mysterium Fidei' do not occur in the 
Eastern liturgies and hence cannot be essential for 
validity. " 

And how is it that neither Davie9 nor Pohle sees fit to 
tell us that St. Thomas Aquinas not only believed this 
"utterly untenable" doctrine, which as we have seen was 
adopted by St. Pius V's Roman Missal, but also explained why 
it was correct? - an explanation which Davies and Pohle do 
not think worth mentioning even if only to refute. Here is 
what St. Thomas says in the same article from which we have 
just quoted: 

"Some people have thought that the only essential 
part of the form is the words, 'This is the chalice of 
my blood', and that what follows is not necessary. But 
this is seen not to be true because the words that 
follow give us further knowledge about the predicate, 
that is, the blood of Christ; and so they are part of 
the complete phrase..." 

.^i^ "* ° f ° ur readers ma Y of course think that, while 
nde^l ? r \ Can u. be n ° excase for Pohle's sneering 
auestionpi k 3 teachin 9 of St. Thomas which has never been 
l ° ned b Y an Y comparable authority, Davies 's position 
question "°it e :* e ^ l \, if he Was unaware of tK teaching in 
upon himself to tJ*^ b * excu9al >le for someone taking it 
check th€ Lrh U ? C \° n such an ^Portant matter not to 

official theoioai. 9 fc w e Churc h's most revered, indeed 

wheth ^?v7 9 tl h w? UbJe f Ct; bUt in an * Ca36 ' a3 t0 
him.. .well, we sha^see "horUy^ ^ authoritle9 a * ainSt 

Pohle^'ma^rgome^in^F 01 ^' 69 ™* refute3 ln advanCG 
claim that th? w 0rd8 - w hi^i ? hU Dositlon ' narael V the 
many" cannot be nee Lv in V^ 1 ° e Shed for V ou and for 
Blood for, if they wAe ' < i eCrati ° n ° f the Precioafl 

for the Cons-crltion «'f .1 alent "^ W ° ald be nece " ar y 
ons.cration of the Body of Our Lord. St. Thomas 



points oat that what is necessary for th _ _ 
Shalice need by no means exactly • paraliifi °w Secrat Un of ►* 
H consecration of the host, because ^t he f ls need * o 
ra tion of the blood explicitly reoreaenta \ 6parate c °nsec- 
of Christ" in a way that does not apoly to th*/ ^ 1 paS3l °n 
Body. that of His Divine 




And now, in his next paragraph, Davies makes us rub our 
eyes in disbelief. Having informed his readers of the 
standpoint of "the consensus of theological opinion" and 
having made up their minds for them on the basis of the 
authority of Mgr. Pohle, he tosses in, as if as an after- 
thought, the weightiest of the authorities against him: 

"The section 'De Defectibus, V, 1 in the Rubrics of 
the Roman Missal , states that the form for the Consec- 
ration of the Chalice consists of the words: 'Hie est 
enim Calix Sanguinis mei, novi et aeterni testamenti/ 
mysterium fidei/qui pro vobis et pro multis effundetur 
in remissionem peccatorum. * This was the teaching of 
St. Thomas, the Council of Florence, and The Catechism 
of the Council of Trent ." 

And having tossed them in, he immediately tosses them 
out again - needing no more than a one-paragraph footnote to 
put them firmly in their place! - a footnote which is worthy 
of our readers' close attention: 




Sacrament of Order, and yet Pope Pius ?" ™ le * L £ ^ re 
that both the matter and form of this Sacrament were 
located in different parts of the rite h ^%J r J a £ e 

this matter in great detail in Appendix I to my _ 

Ord*»r nf M«al r-hi sedech . " 



cms matter in great a 
Order of Melchisedech . 



order of Melchisedecn . 

e ~t- t-hat Davies has named 

Let us pass lightly over the f acc "* t dwe il on the 
not three but four authorities. And let us ^.^ xn con . 
fact that not~eTen he can claim tip* - the rubrics of 
tradicted the fourth of these J uthor i" e Bore fundamental is 
the Missal which he used each day. " t0 suppo rt his 

the fact that Davies is here using false ^ designedly, 

c ase. The impression that Davies is c lea y ^ fcaught in 
Putting across to us is that Pope Piu fche Councl i of 

§a cramentum Ordinis (1947) that St^^ 

" ' " T^ ul for anyone but 

23 <* Though it would of course be sin 
a Pope to do so on his own authority. 
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So there is not the slightest evidence that the 
authorities named were mistaken on the essential matter and 
form of Holy Orders and it is even less likely that they 
would collectively err on the subject of the essential form 
of the Mass. And we might as well add that most outlandish, 
outrageous and thoroughly offensive of all is the notion that 
the rubrics of the Missal could be in error on the subject. 

Mind you, that does not stop Davies from purporting to 
explain away the clear statement made in those rubrics. But 
we shall not unnecessarily prolong this analysis and risk 
sickening its reader by showing how Davies purports to 
explain this clear statement away - cloaking his assaults on 
the Church's official instructions with the "authority" of 
"Fr. n van der Ploeg - nor shall we quote his subsequent 
inanities on the same subject; for the evidence that we have 
already adduced is obviously sufficient to refute them all, 
and to refute any other argument which could be produced. 
What, however, we think we should do before closing our 
considerations is to offer for inspection Davies's final 
statement, in which he exhibits unusual temerity by dist- 
ancing himself somewhat from "Fr." van der Ploeg's absolute 
certainty of the validity of the vernacular Novus Ordo, 
admitting that he himself is not quite certain of the 
validity of the "for all men" form and that he must therefore 
regard it as doubtful. Here is Davies: 

"As I do not wish to be accused of trying to evade 
the issue on so serious a matter, I will give my 
opinion. Where the Latin form of Consecration is used 
in the Novus Ordo I am absolutely certain that there is 
a valid Consecration, where a vernacular form is used, 
employing the phrase 'for all men', I am virtually 
" r i n ^at there is a valid Consecration, particularly 
Jan \Z °oi , assu . rance 9^en by a theologian of Father 
would not- V 69 ^ vfr nence - Thu3 ' lf 1 *e?e * P^st T 
I woulS Jntll able t0 use the ' for a11 »en' formula as 
e tv IV T e , U 9Uilty of Probabilism - virtual 

certainty is not absolute certainty." (Ibidem, p. 629) 

theologi;S a of l p'ith r p 1 r y ln ^ UW ° f the "trance given by a 
logian of Fathe r van der Ploeg's eminence," says Davies. 

235* In T7 
and form were "not «n!^ r ?? en J, ° f ° rder ' the essential matter 
the Mass, but were left \TX V d « ter ^"ed by Our Lord as in 
reason the Church can also *i? ChU [ Ch t0 *"*W. for which 
supreme head), as Pope P iu , VvV them at wiU (through her 
"Everyone knows that what f-h-rl td u 9ht ln the 9ame decree! 
change and aboUsh.^ / n t ^lnq h : r C s h c U h rCh h " ° rdalned < 9he Can 
wenzinger-Schoenmetzer, 3858) 



Pminent indeed must van der Pioeq be in ^ 
rSe given such clear preference ove % \^ eld ° f theology 
obgerve with some awe. 5t - Thomas Aquinas, we 




Especially worthy of note is the fact hh a , 
gtanding the opinions of the handful of pseudo-au'th?^^' 
navies has arrayed in opposition to the Church-a ^ L ltle3 
theological sources, nevertheless when he outs hi mc ??J 9 htlest 
gpot and considers himself forced to staf hla h^if f °" the 
N^vus Ordo in the vernacular ,*236 he ad mi"ts ?hat M kV* 1 ! 
ig that its validity is not certain. at hl3 belleE 

And why is this admission of such interest? is it 
perhaps, that we wish to draw attention to the fact that wp 
now have the weight of Michael Davies's authority behind us 
to help confirm our own conclusion about the validity or 
otherwise of the Novus Ordo? No; not even Derhaps! Anyone 
who is prepared to argue consciously against St. Thomas, a 
general council, The Catechism of the Council of Trent , and 
the rubrics of the Roman Missal, all teaching in unison, is 
so "far gone" as to be not worth talcing account of, either 
against or for one's own position. Indeed in the light of 
evidence in this Dossier , one would in our submission have to 
be no less "far gone" oneself to attach the slightest weight 
to Davies's position on any theological question, or indeed 
on any question on most other subjects. 

No. Our reason for highlighting this admission is that, 
elsewhe re in his writings, Davies, presumably somehow 
contriving to forget that he once forced himself to look at 
the underlying evidence and, as a result, found himself 
unable to escaoe from a conclusion that defied even the 
weighty authority of van der Ploeg, cheerfully reneges on his 
admission , taking it completely for granted - without 
offering, or even suggesting the need for, a shred oE new 
evidence - that the Novus Ordo is definitely valid. 

Here, for instance, is what he says on page 39 of his 
pamphlet, The Goldfish Bowl ; 

"These people [ ' sedevacantists • ] also tend I to 
believe that the New Mass is not valid. ' Ja 
that when the priest says the ^^f'^^n/un ten- 
nothing happens. Such a view is theologically 
able." 

No longer is any 




Moreover, while that is the on Z^7o^S^ 



Moreover, while that is the o»iy « £ have n0tl ced 
taking this position that we ourselves happ ffom th t of 
- we have had other calls on our t ^J here sies and out 
noticing Davies's inconsistencies,? 

r7Tn7T^eN 0VUS Ordo is 

236* And lt l9 in the vernacular th. 

almost invariably said. 



the years - a 
n an article 



priest by the name of Roy Ka ^ Roman Catholic that in at 
in the March »" "™« n s writings, both in "tradition- 
least two other place i in the contra ai ctl on of the 
alist P er h 10 ^"J s \ n p " P .Sl's New Mass . "In these two 
f^V. 1 l 5 n . B t'.?t l°el."- -gnd,lph wrote in th at issue of the 
Roman Catholic, 

" m these two independent articles Mr. Davies 
seems to'close the issue [of the validity of the Novus 
Ordo] with full dogmatic certainty of his position." 

Then after pointing out the contrasting moderation of 
his position in Pope Paul's New Mass , where Davies admitted 
that he was not certain that the novus Ordo is valid, "Fr." 
Randolph makes the following unanswerable point: 

"If he is only virtually certain of the validity of 
the Novus Ordo then he has no right at all to attack 
those who do not believe in its validity." 

Quite. But since we do not imagine that either Davies 
or his hero-worshippers will be in the least bit interested 
in any objective fact concerning what he does or does not 
have the right to do - for someone who is prepared blatantly, 
knowingly and publicly to contradict the combined authority 
of popes, general councils of the Church, Doctors of the 
Church, and the Catechism of the Council of Trent is 
obviously always going to assume, and claim, that he has 
whatever right happens to suit him at the time - we shall 
leave it at that. 



Odds and P.n^ 

Although the errors in sacramental th««i 
have drawn attention in the oreceding oaa °! Y t0 which «e 
qravest ones in this area, they are f ar F ,! 9 ! are °avies' s 
ones; and as to where to proceed Eron here ^ftn'l? hU 0nl Y 
in something of a dilemma. On the one h»!V d oursel »es 
with a prolific author who drops errors in^' i! !*■ en deal ing 
articles as though he were scattering Utter »r I books and 
..- * hnnelesslv imoractical «- ae i, •.-._._ around, it would 




no 

sue 

con 



:h an unrewarding task . On V. othTr XnT'thV? t0 
^..fronts us that he has been a very widely read mhL * 
that very many of those exposed to his errors in sacralS 
theology have doubtless believed them; and this wo U i d ap^ 
to impose on us some duty in charity to do, if not all that 
we can, at least what we reasonably can for the beneTit of 
those readers who wish to correct any errors of belief which 
they may have been seduced into holding. what we have 
decided to do, therefore, taking these factors into account, 
is to devote this last section of this chapter to listing a 
couple of his lesser errors in sacramental theology which 
happen particularly to have struck us, and to give brief 
refutations of them. 

" The Mass does not Merit Forgiveness " 

On page 87 of his first manor book, Crantner's Godly 
Order , Davies quotes with approval what purports to be an 
explanation of the Mass as understood in the Middle Ages 
according to which 

"...the Mass was Christ once again offering Himself 
to the Father as a propitiation for the sins of the 
world, not in order to merit forgiveness for them, as at 
Calvary on the Cross, but in order to provide particular 
men with a means of making that forgiveness their own, 
in order that the merit won by the Cross should be 
applied." ( The Reformation - A P opular History by Mgr. 
Philip Hughes: p. 30) 

This exolanation is gravely defective. It is true , that 
the Mass was instituted in order to channel and PPiY c ■ 
Propitiation merited on Calvary, but it V* "^^ff 7 .eriti 
indeed heretical, to deny that each JJJ V Th^CjtlcRIO 
forgiveness of sins. Let us turn to the end ° m haris f7 

9X the Council of Trent 's section concern 1 g Hie fcQ 

Teaching as that "the sacrifice of the Mass is ^^ ^ ^ 
oe considered one and the same sacr ir 1C .. quo tes in 
Cross... - f th is uniquely authoritative catechise £ ^^ 
Us support the Council of Trent itsei ., Btruly a oroo: 
lays down unambiguously that the Mass . g ^ t only a 

LtUtory_ sacrifice." "As a sacri f ice _, n ^ Catechl3 m 
S0 "rce of merit , but also of ^T#WM<:Hu*h and Callan 
explains, and~T"f ootnote to page 256 o : c dire ctly, fl 

Edition adds that "Communion does not e ^ _ s 3Ct a n 
fee * the Mass . satisfaction torsi; ** f^Tis- 

^feTT cal to d eny that the Mass truly 5|— - it5 -vis *3ti» 
°f sins by virtue of what St. Thoma. 
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factiva", the power of repairing for sins. ( Summa Theologi- 
a^III, Q.79, A. 5, "Reply") 

Multi ple Incarnations 

i ► *> our cataloque of Davies's errors on 
T ° f C r? eo \o, « a Attention to this 9 em from the 
^rr ™^ na n 9 t Y 'da W tea 15th December 1986: 

"The Protestant Reformers denied that, during the 
Mass, the Word literally becomes flesh and dwells among 
us. " 

We have no id^a if the Protestant Reformers actually 
denied this proposition or not, but if they did deny it, it 
was on- of the few things they got right! The Divine Word, 
God the Son, took flesh (i.e. became a man) approximately 
2000 years ago and has remained so ever since. He can 
certainly never "become flesh" again. If the Word became 
flesh during the Mass, this would mean that He is not flesh 
at the beginning of each Mass. It would mean that we should 
not profess belief in the Incarnation, but, rather, in 
countless incarnations, repeated every day. 

And we trust that neither Oavies nor anyone else will 
seek to defend his words on the grounds that he is quoting 
the words of Scripture mystically or metaphorically. Such a 
line of defence crumbles in the face of the plain fact that 
he expressly says "literally". Now it may be that he does 
not really believe what he is saying here, but this is no 
help to his cause either. Surely anyone who can teach such 
doctrine, whether through ignorance or as a result of 
sloppiness of language of the extremest degree (which is the 
kindest interpretation that can be put on the words), in a 
widely-circulated article, can be read by Catholics, or 
anyone else, only at their peril. 



Conclusion 

It is the view of those who are responsible for this 
section concerning Michael Davies's errors on the subject of 
sacramental theology that it contains more than sufficient 
evidence to show that, even on the topic in which most of his 
readers would consider his expertise the greatest, he is in 
fact completely out of his deoth and guilty of innumerable 
crass offences against Catholic doctrine. In view of this we 
think that it is not inappropriate for us to address to him 
t*l S ke ^ hl< L h he nimself once addressed to a correspondent 
who had made but a gingle error of sacramental theology. 
«lrl h- „ The ^anant for 31st January 1983 Davies told her 
scraignt out : 

von wI^ r K mental the ° loa Y is a subject concerning which 
you would be more prudent to remain silent." 

will yer^aVnW 1 „V°k P / epared to ta *« the same counsel, it 
that he ought L ^^ ° f GVidenCe in thU D099ter 




"Glory not in the dishonour of thv ,„„ 

i. no glory to thee." (fccl..!.^ ft M. , hame 

Davies's Con,ments^n_Libe rlu3 



wr 
the 

order to give a better indication thin *nT qu * ntlt y in 
could convey of the almost unbelievable Fr. y W ° rds of our9 
Davie 3 adverts in his published I SrUinqr??^ 1 ^ Which 
alleged historical episode of the fall of p ?! he famous 
heresy and his excommunication of St. nthanM?,,, £ lus into 
that they are only a sample selected t S'f 3tre33 
greater number of references to UbaViu.^h ^ies Ill 

(i) From Pope John's Council , page xiv: 

"Athanasius made his stand not so much against 
the world, 'contra mundum' , as against the bishoos 
of the world - even to the point of having his 
excommunication confirmed by Pooe Liberius - but it 
was the Pope who subsequently retracted and 
repented. " 

(ii) From Pope John's Council , page 174: 

"Those who base their defence of the faith on 
the axiom that whatever the pope decides must be 
right would find themselves in a hopelessly 
indefensible position once they began to study the 
history of the papacy. They would have to maintain 
that St. Athanasius was orthodox until Pope 
Liberius confirmed his excommunication; that this 
excommunication made his views unorthodox; but that 
they became orthodox again when Liberius recanted." 

(iii) From Pope Paul's New Mass , Dage 280: 

"This Instruction .The General Instruction on 
the Roman Missal , Paul vFT^TeTTnTtltut i ng i the 
Novus Ordo] must surely be one of the most 
deplorable documents ever approved by Wj*?™™ 
Pontiff, not excluding the examples of Popes 
Liberius, Vigilius, and Honorius I. 
(iv) From *-^r» Pro Marcel Lefebvre, volume I, 
Page 118: 



f*rt a very striking comparison 
fact, a very ^ ^ Athanasius. 



"There Is, in caci, a TV "' d st Athanasius. 

between Archbishop Lefebvre anu -^ ambi g U ous 

Pope Liberius subscribed to on * , compromise* 
formulae of Sirmium, which s n e / l h ° e confirmed the 

the traditional f ^^ ' n an . lU s. It is true that 

excommunication of St. AthanaSl " late r repented - 
Liberius acted under pressure 



328 

... ;* «n.iallv true that it was Athanasius who 
SUSh. ffltl^nd was canonized." 

( V , From mnin gla Pro Marcel Lefebvre, volume 1, 
pages 369-371: 

"On 17th May 352, Liberius was consecrated as 
pope. He immediately found himself involved in the 
Arian dispute. 

"•He appealed to Constantius [the Roman 
emperor] to do justice to Athanasius. The imperial 
reply was to summon the bishops of Gaul to a 
council at Aries in 353-354, where, under threat 
of exile, they agreed to a condemnation of 
Athanasius. Even Liberius's legates yielded. When 
the pope continued to press for a council more 
widely representative, it was assembled by 
Constantius at Milan in 355. It was threatened by 
a violent mob and the emperor's personal intimid- 
ation: "My will," he exclaimed "is canon law". He 
prevailed with all save three of the bishops. 
Athanasius was once more condemned and Arians 
admitted to communion. Once more papal legates 
surrendered and Liberius himself was ordered to 
sign. When he refused to do so, or even to accept 
the emperor's offerings, he was seized and carried 
off to the imperial presence; when he stood firm 
for Athanasius' rehabilitation, he was exiled to 
Thrace (355) where he remained for two years. 
Meanwhile, a Roman deacon, Felix, was introduced 
into his see. The people refused to recognize the 
imperial anti-pope. Athanasius himself was driven 
into hiding and his flock abandoned to the 
persecution of an Arianizing intruder. When he 
visited Rome in 357, Constantius was besieged by 
clamorous demands for Liberius's restor- 
ation. . . '*237 

"The opposition to the anti-pope Felix made 
it imperative for Constantius to restore Liberius 
to his see. But it was equally imperative that the 
pope should condemn Athanasius. The emperor used a 
combination of threats and flattery to obtain his 
objective. Then followed the tragic fall of 
Liberius. it is described in the sternest of terms 
in Butler's Lives of the Saints : 

"'About this time Liberius began to sink 

under the hardships of his exile, and his 

I«i S | iHW " WaS 3haken by the continual 

solicitations of Oemophilus, the Arian Bishoo 

Lhnrj'^V? Fortunatian, the temporizing 

,°/ \quileia. He was so far softened by 

ii?rh i 9 t0 / latterle3 and suggestions to 

r b \s?K t0 have 9t °PP ed hU ears with 

hii /« -h" he yielded t0 the snare ^id for 

sub'scrih^ g / eat u 3Candal of the Church. He 

Athana, n Q ^° the co ^emnation of St. 

Seen fr am L w d * confe *^on or creed which had 

been framed by the Arians at Sirmium, though 



^"dWerb; *] U^V 70°." "** D ^ 9 ' ^ "" ^ 
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their heresy was noh 

wrote to the Aria* w- ex P re, *sed i n «... 

had recei.^ t ^^^^ VsV ^ £ 

many bishops had appro^^ 11 * ^.ith which 

fall of so great a orelate anil Slrmium - The 

a confessor is a terrify!* n * 9 m ° "^strioua 

weakness, which no onY can mpl * of hum ^n 

without trembling f or himLlf ." . ?&\ to mi *0 

"According to A Cat-h^i < 
Theology (1971) [edit-elTo^?^ 
J. S.D.J 'this uniust excommnni J :? T Crehan^ 
Athanasius - M. Davies] was a » 1'°" [ ° E St ' 
doctrinal fault.' Signing one of th •*"* n0t a 
Sirmium was far more serious (there is.^?. 8 ' ° f 
as to which one Liberius signed orohaM ^ 

' l rs ^ T , he New c , athQ "- »""— r -°i. m ? 

describes it as a 'document reprehensible "from the 
point of view of the faith'. Some Catholic 
apologists have attempted to prove that Liberius 
neither confirmed the excommunication of Athanasius 
nor subscribed to one of the formulae of Sirmium 
But Cardinal Newman has no doubt that the fall or 
Liberius is a historical fact. This is also the 
case with the two modern works of reference -just 
cited and the celebrated Catholic Dictionary . 
edited by Addis and Arnold. The last named points 
out that there is 'a fourfold cord of evidence not 
easily broken 1 , i.e., the testimonies of St. 
Athanasius, St. Hilary, Sozomen, and St. Jerome. 
It also notes that 'all the accounts are at once 
indeoendent of and consistent with each other. 1 

" The New Catholic Encyclopaedia concludes that: 

'Everything points to the fact that he 
[Liberius] accepted the first formula of 
Sirmium of 351... It failed gravely in 
deliberately avoiding the use of the most 
characteristic expression of the Nicene faith 
and in particular the homo-ousion. Thus while 
it cannot be said that Liberius taught false 
doctrine, it seems necessary to ad mi : that, 
through weakness and fear, he did not do 
justice to the full truth.' 

- lt is q-it- -v h vr«ri« f L°ib.Vi 8 . t . , :" B - 




■•'v-uuisnop uarooy conceim"^ 
show that Fr. Butler erred al 
aaint and apostle of Gaul. 
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anasius (or of anyone else) 
• -«-'^^ <-•■ --^ the 



-.miration of Athanasius (or of anyone else 
eXC not an involving infallibility, and th 
J S ",la he s\gned con ta i ns not h i ng d i r ect 1 
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would have rendered it nun ana voia. 

"However despite the pressure to which he was 
submitted, Liberius's fall reveals a weakness of 
character when compared with those such as 
Athanasius, who did remain firm." 

(vi) From "God Bless Archbishop Lefebvrel" Tsic] 
an article by Oavies in the November 1985 issue of 
The Anqelus ; 

"In the fourth century, Pope Liberius showed 
lamentable weakness in the face of the Arian 
heresy. He signed an ambiguous semi-Arian formula 
and excommunicated St. Athanasius, defender of Our 
Lord's divinity. ...Liberius was the first Roman 
Pontiff not to be canonized whereas St. Athanasius 
was raised to the honours of the altar." 

(vii) From The Divine Constitution and Indefect- 
ibility of the Catholic Church , a supplement to No. 93 
of the periodical Approaches ; 

"During the Arian heresy the weak Pope 
Liberius capitulated under pressure, signed a 
formula of doubtful orthodoxy, and excommunicated 
the heroic Athanasius. But at no time did St. 
Athanasius claim either that Liberius had ceased to 
be Pope or that the hierarchy had ceased to exist, 
even though most of the bishops had either 
succumbed to the Arian heresy or had condoned it 
through cowardice." 

(viii) Also from The Divine Constitution and 
Indefectibility of the Catholic Church , supplement to 
Approaches No. 93, page 35: 

"In the days of the Arian persecution, when 
St. Athanasius was a hunted fugitive excommunicated 
by the Pope, who could have imagined that the day 
was drawing near when the true Catholics who had 
been forced to worship outside their parish 
churches would be able to return to them in 
triumph?" 

(ix) From Archbishop Lefebvre - The Truth , page 
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Comoa"rVhl l « J' V?*' that there has been "0 crisis 
heresv an* h° | the ? re9ent one since the Arian 

.V.tu.nJ^.U'i ^:?*"^ and Ath »««l« «»° was 

^raZL^LTZ-S.™ *" GoldfUh B ° W1! The 



"In the fourth centurv n 
lamentable weaknes3 i n thl f° Pe Lib erl U3 , h , u , 
heresy. He signed an a mb l q *f * Ce of the ^ 
and excommunicated St. At hana 3emi "^ian f orm ^ n 
Lord's divinity... L ' ib \ th « "i". defender ^ a 
Pontiff not to be canonized wher eas cf, flrat «<>">*" 
was raised to the honours of the altar ■ Athanaeji ^ 

While we apologise for the inevitable ho*- 
these repetitive citations, we are at least J Involv ed in 
our readers that they have escaped f rom having a I to /"are 
amount more inflicted upon them, for we have not bo^ lder , able 
quote from an article by Davies called "AriL bot . hered to 
January 1987 issue of The Angelus . in which .1?^ ln . the 
made so often in the passages we have lust ai in^° intS 
repeated yet again, and at length; and we coaiV h"* 
reproduced countless other repetitions also. a'^i aVe 
enough. It is now time to embark on one last repetition I* 
summarizing the conclusions which any reader of Vhn=I 
passages cannot very well fail to have reached. 

The Inevitable Conclusions 

These conclusions are, as we are sure our readers will 
agree, as follows: 

1. At the time of the Arian heresy most of the 
Catholic bishops fell into error, leaving St. Athanasius 
as almost the sole defender of the true Faith. 

2. At first St. Athanasius was defended, though 
inadequately, by Pope Liberius, who took his side 
against the Arianizing Roman emperor, Constantius. 

3. Subsequently, however, Pope Liberius, having 
been subjected to threats and exile, capitulated, and at 
least implicitly denied the Faith, 

(a) by signing a formula designed to favour 
heresy; and 

(b) by excommunicating St. Athanasius. 

4. Since that time, there has been a certain amount 
of scholarly dispute over exactly which Cor-ul. «» 
signed by Pope Liberius, but one thing about wni 
there is no doubt is that all serious sc ^» ent le J ha J 
Cardinal Newman - have been and are in a ^ reemen nd tne 
both the signing of a heterodox docu-en^.^^^ 
excommunication of St. Athanasius *' trary which 
certain, notwithstanding a^?"" 1°. 'ntist aoologists 
have been put forward by certain ? b !"[J edition. 

for the paoacy whose zeal exceeded their 

_ lose to, heresy, 

5. Despite his fall int0 '°' d C ag the true pope, 
Liberius continued to be recogniaea a^ reVoke d the 
and eventually recanted his erro st< Athanasius. 
decree of excommunication »9*M£ tion three times.) 
(Daviea in fact refers to his recantat 

h ' eh are imp° se 
Such, in summary, are the conclusions . -^ ote d 

°n the reader of the passages on " ber ^ 9 ha9 learned by hard 
" unless.. .unless. ..unless the reader 
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-« we a little cynical about Davies's scholarship, 
experience to *V* 1 {£V ,o \earnt will also have thought it 
BeC :ad!nt an not to do*Ho«2 independent checking of his own, 
im r 111 aware that Davies can be highly selective in his 
and, well aw f r * Jr*.* wiU not have restricted himself to 
th^^Ued'by DavVes 5 / AnV as on so .any other matters - 
dare we say, virtually all other matters? - the cynical 
reader will nave been rewarded by finding that the truth on 
thts particular matter is very different from what Davies has 
tried to lead him to believe. 

We do not pretend that getting to the bottom of the 
pxact history of the Liber ius -Athanas ius episode is a 
particularly easy task. On the contrary, it is fraught with 
many oitfalls for the unwary historian. But there is no 
excuse for anyone who chooses to write on it in the twent- 
ieth century,* 239 as Davies so often has, to get it wrong; 
for the facts can be ascertained - it is just a question of 
taking sufficient trouble, in addition, of course, to not 
running away from, or suppressing, those facts which 
contradict any particular theory one wants to believe. 

Unfortunately, a consequence of having to go to a 
certain amount of trouble is that it is not really possible 
to give an adequate presentation of the subject without 
treating it at some length. But we do not see that we have 
any alternative other than to try to do justice to it, even 
at the risk of devoting space to it which may seem disprop- 
ortionate in our study of Davies; for the principal factor 
governing what we write about and how much space we devote to 
each topic must be, not what appears to us most appropriate 
from the stylistic point of view, but what is necessary for 
the purpose of exposing and refuting Davies's most serious 
and harmful errors against - amounting to attacks on - the 
Catholic Faith; and the particular subject of Pope Liberius, 
which Davies has raised so often, and in respect of which he 
has led so many into error, is certainly one on which the 
truth must not go undefended. 

Let us begin by pointing out why the conclusions on the 
Liberius-Athanasius affair which Davies wishes his readers to 
arrive at are so important to him. We think that this is 
shown most clearly in a pamphlet entitled The True Voice of 
Tradition, published by the Remnant Press as a reprint of an 
article by Davies in The Remnant of 30th April 1978. This 
oamphlet, which we have not mentioned before, contains yet 
another treatment of the same subject, and in fact Davies 
Eills no fewer than fifteen pages of it with repetitions of 
his allegations that Pope Liberius subscribed to the Semi- 
Arian heresy and excommunicated St. Athanasius. Using as his 
main source Cardinal Newman's work The Arians of the Fourth 
Century., he first gives a history of that era, and then uTeT 
!^ . II | S <° rY " ! ? arallelto our own situa tion today , a 
P," 8 : 1 . 1 . 6 . 1 trot" "men he can argue that, even if the "popes" of 
^ I . 6 ! alle " lnt0 her "r- thev should not be 

which had led to %h. .V °1 the SClenCe of ^xtual criticism 



The Facts 




1. Pope Liber ius was in reality a staunch opponent, 
not only of the Arians, but also of the Semi-Arians. 

2. He was sent into exile by the Serai-Arian Emperor 
Constantius precisely because of the failure of the 
attempts of that emperor and his toady bishoos to 
influence the pope to excommunicate St. Athanasius and 
accept as orthodox a compromised Semi-Arian statement of 
Catholic doctrine concerning Our Lord's Divinity.* 240 

3. Constantius appointed the Bishop Felix to 
replace the absent Liberius in the See of Rome, but 
Felix was not accepted by the Romans. 

4. Felix himself. did not in fact subscribe to 
Arianism, but what he did do was to acknowledge 
ecclesiastical communion with those who did, for wrucn 
reason, the fifth century historian-bishop Theodoret 
informs us, "none of the citizens of Rome entered into 
the Church while he was inside."* 241 ( History of th e 
Latin Church, Bk.II, c.17) 



{ 240* Reminiscent of today's "Agreed Statements" entered 

into by the Conciliar Church in England with 
Church of England and other heretical bodies. 

2<1* It is to be regretted that today sojew^of those 
consider themselves to be Catholics rec y ith t0 take 
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r =. ni-naiiv their peaceable protests gave way to 

6 . BventuallY tneir P Liberiug wag permitted by 

riotinQi ana as a >■ c 
ConstanVius to return to Rome. 

7. On his return he was received as a victor there 
by the populace. 

fi His reiqn in Rome then continued for a few years 
m «ro durina which time he remained entirely orthodox, 
refused ^to 'compromise in the slightest degree on the 
orthodox doctrine of the Council of Nicaea, and was in 
?ull communion and friendship with St. Athanasius. 

9 Some extant historical texts of that period 
assert that the immediate reason for his return to Rome 
was that he had subscribed to a Semi-Arian formula. 
Many others favour the contrary view. 

10. The weight of subsequent scholarship is 
strongly in favour of Liberius's orthodoxy, and orthodox 
Catholic scholars in particular - and it is they who 
have studied the subject in greatest depth and are most 
reliable - are overwhelmingly of the view that Liberius 
never fell, remained orthodox throughout his exile, and 
always remained in full communion with St. Athanasius. 

The Historical Evidence Concerning the 
Excommunication of St. Athana9iU3 

Let us begin our analysis of the historical evidence by 
looking at the assertion, which Davies makes repeatedly and 
as though it were a matter of no doubt, that Pope Liberius 
excommunicated St. Athanasius. And the first thing to say is 
that, since it is from two works of St. Athanasius that the 
strongest evidence is adduced in favour of the proposition 
that Liberius subscribed to a Semi-Arian formula, someone 
coming fresh to the question would be bound to expect 
Athanasius to have provided testimony also as to the fact of 
his own excommunication by Pope Liberius; for he refers to 
Liberius in many places in his writings, he had known him 
well, and, as all admit, for at least most of the time none 
of the other bishops had given him (Athanasius) more valiant 
support. 

But St. Athanasius gives no testimony that Pope Liberius 

no C u, h7 Uni s Cat ! d , him - Inde * d ' ^t only is such a thing 

" h r " B h . lnte a \ in the writings of Athanasius; the 




"Studens oaci- °L t ^/ W ° l * tte "' beginning with the words 
Roman Emp Tre an^ in iTllLX ^ bi » h <>P« of the Eastern 
communion with their i «ni -VJk li U8 assert3 that he maintains 
he has excluded Ath*J«i , the unive "*l Church, but that 
"Pro deifiro n . fr ° m thi9 communion. The second, 

Pro deifico timore", is also addressed to the Eastern 
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bishops and in it the Dope says that ho » , 
them, but that he has excluded Athanaaili, n commun ion with 
he, Liberius, has subscribed to the fc " e . a \ 8 o says that 
faith drafted at Sirmium. Isemi-Arian] formula of 




"All critics since Baronius have held ir „„. ► 

;;; r t tt " r r by LiberiU9 ' even ^^L ?S\ e 

other letters as genuine... it is obvious that Ihl 
letter is the work of a forger." that the 

As to the second letter, its authenticity is maintained 
only by certain non-Catholic scholars who are known to be 
animated by hostility to the Holy See; and the renowned 
Hefele and Dom John Chapman, for instance, have comprehens- 
ively exploded any possibility that Liberius could have 
written it. 

And in fact it is clear for all to see that this second 
letter must be the work of an inept forger too. One of its 
most obvious contradictions is that in it the supposed 
Liberius openly and shamelessly admits to having accepted 
Arianism and having condemned Athanasius, while at the same 
time incongruously saying that he is still in exile - 
ignoring, in other words, the well-known fact that the whole 
point of his having been sent into exile by the emperor was 
that he had refused to do these very things. There is no 
escaping from this being a contradiction, for all the writers 
who maintain that Liberius did subscribe to a heretical 
formula agree that it was immediately upon doing so, and as a 
result of this, that Constantius authorized his return to 
Rome. 

Thus the only two pieces of evidence on which the 
allegation that Liberius excommunicated St. Athanasius are 
based are both entirely worthless By con V"V ie ?„ t ?IctJ" 
the other side of the scales the obviously significant facts. 

(a) that not a single other contemporary writer 
refers to it, and 

(b) that Athanasius hi-..l«. t ™£>?, f s '&% 
passages where he*' r "f" he underwent through his 
Yielded to the •""•""J'J 1 * ^^liBsJAb^rissJor 
banishment, < \?" ™*°[ h ™\ ^jZ^xnion^ l^L^' 

having reim in^ /%_ "* „° " Mlgne, Pairologli 

< Anoloaia Against "fr^^ 

Graeca , vol. XXV, coi.4w9) 

• e~r .-his allegation, which 

Such is the Historical basis for thi. ^^ hi 

Davies regards as sufficiently ^ P^e opportunity in his 

readers' throats at every 

writings. 
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. a1 ririf ^^o rnncerning Liberius' 

c « fhi<? charge, however, is the twin 
Distinct from ^ nib iberius yielded to the emperor's 
allegation that Pope £ his name to the Semi-Arian 

pressure to ^VnW he could have done this without excom- 
n eres ^^l^f^t whether he in fact did so is 

municating S*-£ h ™££? r ' m And once again we shall begin by 
what we shall now consia r. which aU afe d 

^"cS^-r*!* "h1r,"i. f *n. doubt. These undisputed 

facts are: 

i Pone Lib-rius was elected pope, as successor to 
Pope Julius, in the year 352, two years after 
Constantius had become sole emperor and had begun his 
campaign to unite all Christians - orthodox, Arian and 
Semf-ArUn - in a compromised creed Thedefect of this 
creed was that it carefully excluded the word homo- 
ousios"* 243 which was the touchstone of orthodoxy in all 
the disputes arising from the Arian heresy. Meaning "of 
one substance", it had been included by the Council of 
Nicea (325 A.D.) in that Council's profession of faith 
on the grounds that it was a clear and unambiguous word 
which could be accepted only by those who believed that 
God the Father and God the Son possess the same Divine 
nature, this being the truth which the Arians denied and 
the Semi-Arians fought shy of. 

2. Pope Liberius began by taking a firm stand for 
strict orthodoxy. Thus: 

(a) He refused to countenance the Arian 
heresy when stated straightforwardly; that is, in 
the assertion that the Son is "of different 
substance" from the Father. 

243* The First Council of Nicaea (4325 A.D.) defined 
that Our Lord is consubstant ial ( "homo-ousios " ) with the 
Father. Arius and his followers maintained that He was a 
created being and therefore not one substance ("homo-ousios") 
but rather different from, or dissimilar ( "an-omoios " ) to, 
the Father. A compromising school of Semi-Arians arose who 
abandoned the strict Arian term "an-omoios" and favoured the 
proposition that Our Lord is "homol^-ousios " or of like 
substance with the Father. This compromise was condemned by 
the Church because, although it is, in a sense, true that Our 
Lord is of like substance with the Father, and although this 
cutters from the orthodox expression "homo-ousios" only by a 
IhoUl f .V- Uhe smallest ^ the Greek alphabet), the 
Sv?iJ*n«-i« . - 1S ex P ression rather than the Nicene term was 
1™^%^ th.con.ub.tanti.lity of 




from the erape 
terms admitt 



eror un?n f° communi °n, despite strong pressure 
iV« V u ey recante * «U their errors, in 

ing of not the slightest ambiguity. 
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(b) He refused to acepn* *w , 
Anan compromise that the s n ?. ! f ? Ctive di- 
stance- to the Father. ° n is of Uke sub- 

(c) He refused to accent- a 
faith which did not include t hr Y Mi Profes8lon of 
ousios". "CLuae the Nicene "homo- 

(d) He upheld the acquittal of »..w 
harges of heterodoxy which had been brouah^ J r °" 
is predecessor Julius. Drought before 

(e) When the leqates wh«n, k« 

Emperor Constantius in'Saul wer e b.-bV^ ^° i the 
condemning Athanasius, he w?ote h??h J le -i l S t0 
Hosius of Cordova and to St lLoM t ° K 8Uho P 
deplored the actions of hiV i!««* iUS V at he 
himself rather die t^a n° 'i ncur ^Vta UoTo? 
having thus agreed to injustice and heterodoxy 

3. At the council which the emperor summoned at 
Milan, without the approval or attendance of Liberius 
all of the Western bishops other than the pope (nearly 
three hundred) subscribed fully to the wishes of the 
emperor - the rejection of communion with St. Athanasius 
and the adoption of a formula of faith which did not 
include the word "homo-ousios" . 

4. Pope Liberius wrote a letter to the faithful 
bishops (in the East) in which he said: 

"Make mention of me to the Lord in your 
prayers with the intention that, overcoming the 
assaults ,... I may be able to withstand and that the 
Lord may deign to make me your equal, with 
inviolate faith and without prejudice to the well- 
being of the Catholic Church." (Jaffe, n.216) 

5. In 353 Pope Liberius wrote to the Emperor 
Constantius stating that it was impossible for him to 
condemn Athanasius, and refusing to enter into communion 
with Arians or with those who were themselves in 
communion with Arians. And in Athanasius s work 
Apolog ia Aga inst the Arians , he himself tells us that 
p£pe Liberius was aware o f the fact that v f" " " 
slanders were being spread about himself (Asanas us) in 
order to bring about his condemnation so that /nanism 
might flourish the better without his opposition. These 
are his significant and unambiguous words: 

-He [Pope Liberius] knew ^ the "cre^th. 

machination mounted against us. (Migne, Pa a__ 

Graeca , vol. XXV, col. 409) 

-ho V par 355, Liberius was 

6. Eventually, m the yea « ' acco rding to 
seized and taken to V lan '.P S?hanasius. 
Theodoret, he refused to denounce Athanasi 

7. Xn the course of tjis—tioj between^ 
supreme secular power - the e»P ero a r n tiu9 said to Pope 
spiritual power - the pope - Cons tan ^ Athanasius 
Liberius: "Who are you to stand P . And it is 
against the world - "hanasio co, ntra ^ ^^ phrase 
interesting, and ironic, to note 
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■ ,e aaainst the world", so often quoted as 
•Athanasius agai wag nQt even gupported by the 

indicating that : ac sometimes wrongly attributed 

pope ' 'Sh! us «« ^ fact originally uttered in a 
t0 St " hfrh it«U makes it clear that the pope was 
context "^c^. virtually the only, person - by whom 
ithan^iL^ supported aglinst the^rest of the world. 

8 At this time Liberius also refused to subscribe 
«.« » qpmi-Arian formula and, as already mentioned 
earlier was consequently exiled on the orders of the 
emoeror who attempted to impose Felix as bishop of Rome 
?n olace of him. We are informed both by St. Athanasius 
and the famous oreface to the "Liber Precum" that 
Liberius's exile lasted two years, so that his return 
must have taken place in the year 357. 

9. We have no first hand account of what took place 
duringPope Liberius's exile in Thrace during those two 
years, but we do know, thanks to St. Jerome, that it 
was as a hero that he was welcomed back to Rome by the 
citizens who had clamoured for his return (St. Jerome: 
Chronicon - Migne, Patrologia Latina , vol. XXVII, 
col. 501), and we also know that his orthodoxy was 
certainly not subject to suspicion at any point from 
then on until his death in the year 366. 

10. We also know that after returning from his exile 
he annulled the acts of the Semi-Arian Council of Rimini 
on the very grounds that, although it had nowhere 
oositively affirmed a theological error, it had avoided 
the use of the crucial word "homo-ou3ios w . Concerning 
this omission, Liberius commented: 

"The impious and sacrilegious Arians have 
succeeded in assembling the bishops of the West at 
Rimini [this council took place in 359 with the 
approval of the Emperor Constantius] , with a view 
to deceive them by false discourses, and to force 
them, by means of the imperial authority, either to 
strike out or openly to condemn a term very wisely 
inserted in the profession of faith." 

11. Although there were only eighty Arians among the 
four hundred bishops from the Western Roman Empire who 
had met at the Council of Rimini, the orthodox' Fathers 
of that council had eventually been deceived by the 

If,, 1 " ' nt ° acce P tin 9 as orthodox a formula which 
Q t the word "homo-ousios", and because of this 
j " that l *> even those who had remained truly 
heretics '^^ \\ th * exte ™*l forum treated as 
And one of i a 7 ld6d ° n that account *>y the faithful, 
annulment e , d h ecrees °f Pope Liberius in the public 
circumstance, ma* l°» n ? il ' "*^h through force of 
v le heretic r 1 "<*. take ? lace u <*il 361, after the 
who had fallen ° wVuid £ rlV^' *" that " the bUh ° PS 
proving th nee v nf ? h St < red 0n condl tion of their 

against the lr\ /„„ Y n °L their repentance by their zeal 
vol.lTar't? 'U^i^lTi£h iG EnC ^"P^« d913) 

366, 1 Lr\ n fyrfo 1 rV t hU e d e e V ath t V" U that in th * * ear 

deputation of S ^ il i . '. ° PC "beriu. received a 

oe bemi Arians led by Eustathius, and treated 
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them just as iF they were fun a t 

their adopting the Nicene Creed be For? V ln »l»tlng on 

them to communion. oecore he would receive 

Clearly, in the light of this lash B ni. a 
few conclusions which force themselves on h T' there , are a 
eV en before he bothers to examine such charact e 7V tl . q - at0r 
as there may be in support of Pooe Liberiu, ' T e h 3 p tlm ° ny 
obvious, we suggest, are these: riu,> The m °^t 

1. It is simdy beyond credence r-hat- m^ ,. , 
he been known to ha've a'cceoted^h? S^U^he're's 3 
himself, would have made no public recantation; and not 
even the most determined of hi, opponents surest that 

2. It is also beyond credence that if he had 
accepted the Semi-Arian heresy he would, in his 
subsequent behaviour, have made no distinction between 
the Semi-Arians and the Arians. 

3. Still more absurd is the notion that he 
subscribed to the Semi-Arian formula having regard to 
the fact that subsequently to his supposed subscription 
he issued a decree permitting the bishoos who had lapsed 
into Semi-Arianism - the very crime of which he himself 
is charged - to be restored to their offices if they 
were especially zealous against the Arians, and in that 
decree made no mention of himself. Naturally, if the 
charge against him were true, it would have been 
necessary to include in that decree some reference to 
his own fall and subsequent repentance and some 
indication that he too was exercising himself with 
energy against the Arians in order to atone for his 
fall. Not even hypocrisy could account for such an 
omission if his fall was publicly known as is alleged by 
his opponents; for he could not possibly have ^ot away 
with such treatment of those who had sinned no more 
gravely than himself. The «•«•• would have been 
greeted by a howl of rage and execration which would 
scarcely have stopped reverberating today. 

4. in addition to ^^r^ereT plentiful 
Arians after his return from exile, there p 
other evidence that is ^ite jex plica "• * lanlsB> 

the allegation that h % h \ d JVa C t that t here wa3 at "* 
For instance, there is the J«ct c about any 

time and in no context wt^j y^ wag n0 




constrain us t0 ""'occasional instances of behaviour that is 
history does record occasi Ucabie ^ fche part Qf noted 

highly improbable and even^i ere P ore entirely distnl3S these 
figures, and we « a herolc and revered pope as 

accusations, even gainst evidence of the historians 

Liberius, "} thoa * c ??* l ™* e . We shall do this by systematic- 
who wrote close to his *™ furn ished on the subject by 

ally considering the evi ^ ^ g ^ ghaU 

Tool St au'the" rtans SO oe the period, and record whether 

look at an tne i i t tne accusations against Liberius 

they say anything £ *"™°£ a * tictkllY peddled to his readers, 
WhiC h D t h V e r eS thev oppose it, either implicitly, by affirming 
^frUs'^ and unbroken communion with 

A^anasius, or implicitly, by omitting any mention of these 
allied Taoses on Liberius's part - lapses so grave that had 
thly actually occurred it would have been impossible for any 
disinterested historian to overlook them. 

We begin with the catalogue of those writers who favour 
Liberius's orthodoxy. 

The Testimony of Socrates 

The first of these is the ecclesiastical historian 
Socrates* 245 (379-C.445 A.D.) who, in his Historia Ecclesiae , 
brought Eusebius's ecclesiastical history up to date and, of 
interest for our purposes, recounts the battle between 
orthodoxy and Arianism. Although he makes no direct 
reference in this account to the anti-Liberian allegations, 
of which he seems to know nothing, he includes some inform- 
ation which bears upon the incidents involved and is 
certainly incompatible with the version of events, popular- 
ized by anti-Catholic historians, which Michael Davies 
subscribes to. Let us look at the relevant sections of his 
work: 

"But the emperor [Constantius] . . .gave to Ursacius 
land Valens] and their associates full authority to take 
any action they chose against the Churches. He had the 
profession of faith which had been read at Rimini sent 
to the Churches of Italy, commanding that anyone who did 
not subscribe to it be expelled from the Church and 
others substituted in their places. And first of these, 
Liberius, bishop of the Roman city, when he had refused 
to give his agreement to that Paith, was sent into 
exile; and the party of Ursacius put in his place one 
Felix who had been deacon of the Roman Church until he 
embraced the Arian perfidy and was elevated to the 
episcopate - though some say that he did not accept the 
Arian view, and accepted Ordination only under force. 

n^hil! ^ that , time ln the Western regions there was 

hlila Ik J evoluti °n ^d tumult, some of the clergy 

tU T/n a w d exiled ' othe " being substituted 

for them. And all these things were taking place by the 

chh m 5 * ^° ? U8t n0t ' ° f C ° Urse ' be infused with the pre- 
Christian Athenian philosopher of the same name. 
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authority of imperial edicts which woro »i 

East. But not long afterwards M h .V S ° 3ent t0 the 

from exile and resumed his see- t-ho o Wa9 rec »Ued 

revolted and driven Felix out of hh. J; Mn u Populace had 

Emperor had grudgingly yielded to the™ 1!°^^ the 

Ursacius, however, left Italv and ,!„/ I e part y of 

a town of Thrace called Nike.* (Hi'storia^E ,S 8t • Ca ? t0 

^ n ^9'-oria Ecclegiao 2,37) 

* * * 

^ ^V?-*? " Wh ° held the '"omo-ousios- [i.e the 
orthodox belief concerning the nature of Christ] were It 
that time severely troubled and had been put to High? 
the persecutors began afresh their efforts against th* 
Macedonians, who, yielding to fear rather than to actual 
violence, sent envoys hither and thither through all 
their cities with their message that refuge must b- 
sought from the emperor's brother and from Liberius, the 
bishop of the Roman city, and that they should embrace 
their faith rather than communicate with Eudoxios. So 
they sent Eustathius the bishop of Sebastia, who had 
already been very frequently deposed, together with 
Silvanus from Tarsus in Cilicia and Theophilus, from 
another Cilician town called Castabala, instructing them 
not to disagree with Liberius in faith, but to enter 
communion with the Roman Church and confirm by agreement 
their faith in [the word] 'consubstantial ' . So those 
who had differed from Seleucia [Eudoxius] came to Rome 
with their letters; and though they were not able to 
approach the emperor himself, as he was detained under 
arms in Gaul owing to the war against the Sarmatians, 
they presented their letter to Liberius. 

"Liberius at first refused to admit them, saying 
that they belonged to the Arian party and could not be 
received by the Church, as they had forsaken the Nicene 
Faith. But they replied that they had long repented and 
recognized the'truth and had long since ab] U red t 
doctrine of the Anomians and confessed the Son to b in 
all resDects like to the Father, the word like bel "9' 
:^e7und"rstooa it. in no way differed rom consub- 
stantial'. When they had said this, "° ee3S ed and 
on having a written statement of what they Protes 
they presented him with a ™e?° randum ^„ the envoys had 
«ery words of the Nicene Fait "• ™ en d ™ by way of 
ommitted themselves to the ..jo in «J £„„, and 
ecurity Liberius receved^the^ i^. ( ^^^ 
iving them . . . Le t i-c i a 



giving 
Ecclesiae 4,12) 




342 

ve 



«i« hv the learned Catholics of the effectiv 
was taken <5erl0 ^ n D L Dir o.*246 Socrates reports Liberius', 
capital of the Roman Empi - even s ^_ Arianism or to be 

staunch refusal to cou u ^^ fchat hU re 

bullied by the nu e ^ er n ° o r ^ be construed as evidence of any 
from exile cou beca use it is satisfactorily accounted 

compromise on nisP Romans at being deprived of 

f0rbY coprted bishop. *247 Finally, he presents to us a 
th V r 'of beriasafe his return from exile, behaving not 
picture °f 7 ^ be n r ^ S ev - en as a chastened penitent, but with the 
JSnflSnce 1 and firmness, in insisting on even the finer 
ooints of doctrinal orthodoxy, which could belong only to a 
heroic confessor of the true Faith. 

The Historian Theodoret 

Another witness of great value in favour of the 
orthodoxy of Liberius is the scholarly Theodoret (c. 393-458), 
of whom the 1913 Catholic Encyclopaedia (vol. IX, p. 222) says: 

"To Theodoret, Liberius is a glorious athlete of 
the Faith; he tells us more of him than any other writer 
has done, and he tells it with enthusiasm." 

It is Theodoret who has preserved for us the minutes of 
the inspiring interview between Liberius and Constantius at 
Milan to which we referred earlier; and he both refers to the 
seditions excited in Rome by the absence of the pope and 
affirms that it was owing to them that "the admirable 
Liberius returned to his beloved city." 

But the feature of his treatment of the subiect of 
Liberius which is most noteworthy from the point of view of 
the question we are looking at is that, although the 
treatment is a lengthy one, there is no reference in it 
whatever to the charge against Liberius, not even in order 
to refute or dismiss it, any more than there was in 
Socrates' s accounts. For this there can be but one explan- 
ation: that the allegation either had not by then, nearly a 
century after the fall had allegedly occurred, been made at 
an, ° r '.at the very least, had not received sufficient 
circulation to be taken seriously. And neither of these 
alternatives, it hardly needs saying, could be oossibilities 




seat of government Vf VhVt \" C ? nst antinople, to which the 
9 ernment of the empire had been moved in 330 A.D. 

for th^fac^'that WelZtT^ ^ he Simony of Socrates 
opponents of Liberia. t e .tifv° f ^ lS 9tand ' Even the 
Philostor-giug, f - i„ 9ta " / to U ' the Arian writer 
Romans were demanding the return nf 9C ^ l ^ ing how eagerly the 
Encyclopaedia 1913, vol IX p 220 P ° P6 ' ( The Catholic 
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^-^li£itiu L _Severu9 

Another important witness U c*. e , 
historian his life overlapped w fth th,? ltl , U9; for he »** a 
and his piety puts him beyond all! ° P Po P e Tiberius 

and dishonesty His Hlsto^^" 9 ^".^ Partisansh o 
400, and in it, alth ough he was l r ? wr , ltt e" soon after 
allegation that Liberius had fal"n into'h" 17 * Ware of * 
be found in St. Jerome's works »i3w h . ere8y that was to 
examining shortly, he too makes no' mention . l ^ h ,? e ShaU be 
fact, which he had obviously dismLseJ i as unfouJaed°' "* 3UCh 

And the reason he gives for i-h* 
Liberius to Rome from his Thracian exile?" n ° f Pope 

uprlsVni.VSo^ ° f the 

col. 151; vol.11, 39). ?atroloqU Latlna, vol. XX, 



Ruf inas 

Of great interest are the words of the historian 
Rufinus. We turn to the four-volume General History of the 
Catholic Church of Fr. J.C. Darras, a work the oublication 
of which in the middle of the nineteenth century was greeted 
by a chorus of authoritative praise, including a special 
commendation from Pope Pius IX. On page 461 in volume 1, Pr. 
Darras writes: 

"In the words of Rufinus written about Fifty years 
after this oeriod, we perhaps see the first dark soots 
on the horizon, foreboding the storm of calumny which 
was soon to break upon the head of Liberius. [Darras 
considers the oblique reference of Rufinus the first 
hint because he rightly, as we shall see, rejects the 
allegations found in some editions of the writings of 
Saints Athanasius and Jerome as certainly erroneous and 
very probably forgeries. - J.S.D.] He [Rufinus] says: 
•Liberius, Bishop of Rome, had returned while 
Constantius was still alive; but I cannot positively 
state whether it was that he had consented to subscribe, 
or that the Emperor would please the Roman people who, 
at his departure, had begged this favour.' Rufinus was 



a priest of Aquileia; in his youth he may have known 
Liberius; he had certainly known Fortunatian Bishop o 
Aauileia to whom [responsibility for] the fall ot 
??K U '\- e ' a ',„ imnnt-pa. And vet Rufinus knows nothing of 




been impossi ble for Rufinus to r £*™rV^Itte-£*^' 
subject." (Darras: ^^r^^hnTIlJI^h 
following Rohrbacher: "^-^p^^ 
Catholigue , tom.XI. pp.HJ^The e ^ 2g; Migne: 

Is taken f rom his "-l^^ZTfttf 

P.t-rnln nia Latina , vol. XX, col.«»".' 

This was written in 402-5 A.D. 
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The Greek Menology 

The next authority we shall be quoting from is the Greek 
Menoloqv - the Eastern equivalent to the martyrolog les of the 
western Church. Although compiled (by Symeon Metaphrastes ) 
in the tenth century, the information it contains is much 
older, b«ing based on the earliest available records of the 
individuals it commemorates. Considerable light is shed on 
Liberius by the following potted biography of him: 

"The Blessed Liberius, defender of the Faith, was 
Bishop of Rome under the empire of Constantius. Burning 
with zeal for the orthodox Faith, he protected the great 
Athanasius, persecuted by the heretics for his bold 
defence of the truth, and driven from Alexandria. 
Whilst Constantine and Constantius lived, the Catholic 
Faith was supported; but when Constantius was left sole 
master, as he was an Arian, the heretics prevailed. 
Liberius, for his vigour in censuring their impiety, was 
banished to Beroea in Thrace. But the Romans, who 
always remained true to him, went to the emperor and 
besought his recall. He was therefore, on this account, 
sent back to Rome and there ended his life, after a holy 
administration of his pastoral charge." 

This passage is quoted from Darras: General History of 
the Church , vol.1, p. 462, where it is referred to Rohrbacher: 
Histoire Universelle de l'Bglise Catholique 1 , torn, xi, p. 374. 
It would be superfluous to point out that this account is 
entirely incompatible with any known dereliction of his duty 
on the part of Pope Liberius. "Burning with zeal for the 
orthodox Faith, he protected the great Athanasius..." Such 
is the Liberius commemorated by the Greeks in their menology, 
which constitutes an official liturgical work. A starker 
contrast to the Liberius that Oavies presents to his readers 
could hardly be imagined. 

St. Hilary 

of Li S h\'r? ilar l' bisbo P of p oitiers, was another contemporary 
defence fl Jh *° ^ ^^ Mm and been united with bitn in 
claimed a« » Jt™ aith again3t ^"ism. He is sometimes 
passaoe from \7i 5? t0 the fal1 of Liberius, but the only 
Mberius to sll^ ^Tf^ W ° rka adduced b y tbe opponents of 
whU o„ thP o?h K h6 i r Claim ? rove3 nothing of the kind, 

written by Jpnce iVf^i ^ W6re ? atentl y n0t 

on the slbje of any fal iriih^i 8t ' ^^ l8 "'l 6 "' 
have known nothing of It Ji,ri " *"* mU9t tnerefore 

negative witness in t<k lt ' f wnich makes him an important 

have ^o«: o e e ve e ; u t 9 h rr^' tor he wouid certainiy 

event if it had had any foundation in fact. 
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Here are the very words which gome wri^r„ k 
adequate evidence of St. Hilary's agreed Tt'h t" 
Liberius's collapse into heresy. n 



deemed 
e tale of 

"Then thou [the Emperor Constantiusl hihch k • 
thy war to Rome, whence thou didst snati VhJ \ ^^ 
(Liberius): and wretched man that thou'art , 'iVow'no? 
whether thy wickedness was greater in restoring hil\^° 
in abducting him!" ( Contra ConstantiJ .^r^a! 11 ;- ^ n 
Patrologia Latina , vol.X, 588 ff.) ' ^ igne - 

Evidently St Hilary is indicating that the emperor may 
have been guilty of wickedness in restoring Liberius to Rome, 
just as he was in snatching him from Rome. But in the first 
place St. Hilary is not certain about the matter - "I know 
not..." - and, secondly, the nature of the wickedness in 
question is by no means apparent. Conceivably a compromise 
on Liberius's part could have accounted for the words - 
though surely this wickedness would more properly be ascribed 
to Liberius than to Constantius - but countless other explan- 
ations are equally or more plausible. What seems most likely 
to the present writer is that Constantius, angry at having to 
yield to the demands of the Roman populace and return their 
unflinching pope to them to avoid a revolution, spitefully 
inflicted some terrible indignity on Liberius on the occasion 
of his return to Rome. Such an action would be thoroughly 
consistent with his character, for bullies often descend to 
vindictiveness when they are thwarted, and it would account 
for St. Hilary's words quite adequately without necessitating 
the assumption that St. Hilary is referring to the alleged 
fall of Liberius, which has already been shown to be in the 
highest degree improbable and to which nowhere else in his 
cooious writings does he make any reference. The Catholic 
Encyclo paedia (1913) concludes that it would be gratuitous to 
understand the words we have been considering to refer to a 
fall of Liberius - see vol. IX, page 220. 

A few of the more virulent opponents of Liberius have 
even S.re'd to attribute to St . Hilary certain other rag e 




DCt W I. ~*. 

pretence to education or self-respect. 



Pope St Anastasius X 

Liberius 



Highly relevant to * ; ™^ J^V ^yea^oo! 
the fact that Pope St. Anast «" 9 *' as st. Hilary amona 

placed Pope Liberius in_ the same ca ^ te go V ^^^of 
the three ma- »■"»»«-. defender s of — ^ fttrr ^Tt5 
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D„r^ St. Siricius 

«« rta who wrote of Liberiu9 wa9 Pope St. 
Another early n p ° p f 8 4-398 A.D. He records the fact that 
Siricius, who reignea decrees of the council of Rimini- 
Liberius annuliea c word « homo _ ougios n 

Seleucia because of thexromis ^ ^ ^ ^_ 

^.r^'who 5 had been baptised by the Arians. He also refers 
of those "£o had be e P memory" and, like the others we 

to him as bexng of vener ^ ^ orfch ^ 

crmpro.ife'with'u'northodoxy. (Migne: Patrologia Latina, 
vol. XIII, col. 1133) 

Other Saints and Historical Writers 

In the year 432 *.D., St. Prosper re-edited one of the 
few early historical sources to record a supoosed fall into 
heresy on the Dart of St. Liberius, St. Jerome's Chronicon 
("Chronicle"). As already mentioned, we shall shortly be 
examining whether the Latin Doctor and great translator of 
the Vulgate Bible was genuinely responsible for this 
reference to the fall of Liberius - perhaps as a result of 
his notorious carelessness in historical matters or owing to 
his having been misinformed by others - or whether the true 
explanation of the reference to an event so utterly at odds 
with all the evidence in St. Jerome's work should rather be 
attributed to a corruption of the text by a later hand, but 
at this stage we wish to observe only that St. Prosper 
unhesitatingly omitted from his text of Jerome the passages 
which suggested that Liberius had subscribed to heresy. He 
at least, therefore, who was in a much better position to 
iudge than any later scholar, had no doubt that they were 
unauthentic. 

In the sixth century were compiled the Gesta Liberii 
("Deeds of Liberius"), a historical account of the principal 
events of the pope's life. Its unknown Latin author descends 
to considerable detail and furnishes us with much useful 
information about Liberius and his times - information which, 
though not corroborated by any other early writers, is 
nonetheless in the highest degree credible because it 
dovetails so well with the information that has come down to 
us from other sources. Hence its author must have been a 
learned man with access to copious information about Liberius 
- more information than was available to those who accuse 
noinV-i? 8 °, cons u entin< 3 to heresy - and yet he too is 
cont-r * S l db0Ut the alle< 3 ed ^11 of Liberius. On the 

5r?nV*?/ Y : he u eUlogizes him as "constantly fixed on the 




the gV^\X*o^^ t0 

translated as -beina of %h. Nicene Creed, is often 

one substance with?, Hut in T^?^^ 06 wlth " ° r " being °4 
England and Wales nanL , 182 ] the vica " Apostolic of 
renderings Iron the C«J^m USly dete ™ined to expunge such 
replace them with f Sm , U8ed ln thelr territory and to 

with", which r ule o^t Mr^S 1 ?, "? eln 9 the 9ame "bstance 
misinterpretation definitely any possibility of 




(Ongenism) but who ha 3 nothinf but Dr ai7 3 ° F St0m of here3 y 
whom he refers to as "Liberius of hm praise for the pope, 
op. cit., pp.457, 501) ° f h0Ly rae "»ory" ( ge e Darras' 



Other Tributes to the Ho n < r 1Vr|||| 

(which was immediately after their deaths) S hi! 
benefited from the Churches official recognUi^ U tlLtTTK 

ma^vrni" 1 T hlCh , V^ th6n eXi3t ' b * their inclusion in the 
martyrologies of West and East. 

And we could continue to quote evidence in further 
support of the testimonies we have now given, for instance 
from the historians Cassiodorus (490-583) and Theophanes (9th 
century). But after such conclusive testimonies to Pope 
Liberius' s sanctity and unfailing orthodoxy, what can be the 
need? 

Instead, let us move on to an examination of such early 
sources as can be adduced in favour of the allegation of his 
having subscribed to heresy. We need hardly say that, even 
if these sources might appear to be conclusive, the testimony 
of the authors just cited would oblige us to pause long for 
thought and to make us in the highest degree reluctant to 
accept the conclusion that they appeared to be demonstrating. 
But in fact such a dilemma does not come near to arising in 
the mind of anyone who looks at the evidence attentively, for 
the miserable clutch of references which the opponents of 
Liberius and enemies of the Holy See attempt to make into an 
adamantine case against Liberius are no sooner scrutinized 
than they fall away as probably unauthentic and certainly 
erroneous - as we shall now see. 

The Writings of St. A thanasius 

The most important testimony in ^^jLbscci'beTtl 
espoused by Davies according to which ^™* s *» b %Yt£2oxy 
Semi-Arianism is, as all opponen of Li eri us s o J 

recognize, found in two passages from works oc * in 

himself, and these we shall now quote. The tir patroloqia 

his Apologia Co ^ra Arlanos, nos.89, 90, «ig 

Graeca, vol. XXV, col. 409.) 
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,c _K« e ,» bishODS WOrtny OC une name i noi 

" N0W KLooV) had opposed only with words those 
alethws episkopoi ] n ^ wno wer e striving to subvert 
scheming * n f *?£„?re made on our behalf, or If they had 
whatever effo ^ "'" e „ a nd not the bishops of such 
been mere common men an _ _ ^ _ L l 




^ e a~a mu ranse Wltn WOras uul even «»-^'"^-»'- %.«ij.e f 
d6 H /fnee Libertas! the bishop of Rome, was of their 
IVr. for even if he did not tolerate the sufferings 
of exile until the end, nonetheless, because he was well 
aware of the consoiracy launched against us, he remained 
in the place of his banishment for two years - and since 
their number also included the great Hosius, with 
bishops of Italy, the Gauls and others from Spain, 
Eqypt and all the bishops from Pentapolis in Libya - for 
although for a short time, terrified by the threats of 
Constantius, he [Hosius] appeared not to oppose them, 
nonetheless the great might and tyrannical power of 
Constantius, not to mention his verbal and physical 
assaults, make it clear that the reason for his 
[Hosius'] yielding for a time was not that he considered 
us guilty but that he was unable to stand such treatment 
on account of the infirmity of his age - it would indeed 
be just for everyone, as having been apprised thereby of 
the injustice and injury done to us, to hate it and 
shrink from it the more, and especially in this 
connection to recognize what is most evident: namely, 
that we suffered these ills for no reason except because 
of the wickedness of the Arians. Should anyone 
therefore wish to find out the true facts about us and 
the sycophancy of the Eusebians, let him read those 
things which have been written on our behalf and accept 
as witnesses not one or two or three, but so great a 
multitude of bishops. Again let him take as witnesses 
Liberius and Hosius and their companions, who, when they 
discovered the crimes being committed against us, 
preferred to suffer extremities than to betray either 
the truth or the judgement granted in our favour..." 

We apologize to our readers for the fact that they will 
have found this extract, with its long and awkward paren- 
theses, exceeding laborious to follow. We made no attempt, 
however, to make our translation any more readable than the 
original, for reasons which will shortly be referred to. 




vears" e vL^ b i e i riU K S W3S 96nt into exile ' and after two 
threat o? ll y k w £ 8 broken ' and bein 9 terrified by 
tnreats of death he subscribed." 

case M.'lJrt'uUrE!!" Pa38a <> es "PP"' to present a strong 
ooint 9 Le? us turn ;oTh 'V2!" may be thinking at thin 



torn. XI, pp. 431-2, where the case aqainst th«« 

•succinctly put in the following terms: Passages i 5 

the f'.W"? Mb.1^ot t h h n„ 8 Si. A » lU l refer3 t0 
Arians and in his His^gryV the A ? h JTV ^ 
work was addressed t o Lh» L,L»" ^" a , n > . whlch la tter 




the Apology, it only makes it pointless' "and" ridiculous 
The History of the Arians was also written at a period 
prior to that of the supposed fall of Pope Lib«rius 
This unfavourable passage is, then, another inter- 
polation, equally unconnected with what precedes and 
what follows. But by whom could these interpolations 
have been made? We know that even during the lifetime 
of St. Athanasius the Arians forged a letter, in his 
name, to Constantius. What they could do whilst he was 
still alive was certainly easier of accomplishment after 
his death. Did not the Donatists invent a similar 
account of a fall on the part of Pope St. Marcellinus 
which was long received, but which all critics now 
acknowledge as false? Besides, the Arians were not the 
only enemies of Liberius; the Luciferian schismatics* 249 
were quite as eager to defame him." 



The Trustworthiness of the Excerpt from th e Apologia 
Contra Arianos 



Now let us go back to the first passage we quoted, the 
- - - • * Contra Arianos . It has for some 
~ Pope Liberius's 

— . , -hat this work was 

year 352 at The latest, so, since neith - . 
liberius nor that of Hosius was even supposed to have taken 



Now let us go bacK to cne ens*. h«»^ — ->-" " ' mo 
extract from the Apologia Cont ra Arianos. It has. Eorsome 
time been accepted by all, Pope Liberius's caUi« ni ators as 
well as his defenders, that this work was completed by the 
*,-,.. ^ ,«. -H* l.fPfit. so, since neither the fall 



249* The Luciferians were a group of s h J who 

followed the bishop of CaglUri whose g ^Vch^was occ/sioned 
Lucifer. This bishop's breach £^^362 A.D., oresided 
by a ruling of the Council of Alexan °ri , and prie sts who 

over by St? Athanasias, that although bisnp ^^ forfeite d 
had subscribed to heresy ««' e J ^ ha d temporized through 
their offices, nonetheless those who na fe a 

fear without embracing f alse doctrine ^ ru f 

clemency, be restored thereto - J l f n ° 9 ? 9te d on being more 
course, quite correct, L *^*< x maintaining that tea 
Catholic than the P°Pe ; °b st in * Vat heretics could never 
could not excuse Cjo-ynsare . .n^ ^ rep.nfnc.^^^ 
be restored to office « v ze al" (James 3:14 J , se 

Luciferians, with "bitter *** Liberius and «ll 

violent attacks on " . £tha were anxious to had 

who, while retaining the « ng9 ?1 th those d h . s 

justice with ^^^^"ed treatment o ^ fe confuse d by 
fallen. For a balanced ^ many elements ^^ 

followers, whose history cardinal Baron 

discordant testimony, see 
Ecclesiastic! ad annum 362. 
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^entslhicn m imateagainst it very strongly, and these 

we now briefly summarize: 

(i) Two of the leaders of the heretical Arian 
bishops attached to the court of the Emperor 
Constantius, Valens and Ursacius, had recanted their 
heresies and returned to the Catholic Faith at the time 
that it is accepted that the earliest edition of 
Apolog ia Contra Arianos had been completed. Now 
although shortly after this they "returned to their 
vomit"* 252 and became Arians once more, every text of 
the apologia Contra Arianos that we possess represents 
them as being still Catholics. And how can this be if 
the hypothesis that Athanasius updated his work in order 
to make special reference to the supposed fall of 
Liberius and the actual fall of Hosius is correct? 
Would St. Athanasius not have been obliged also to 
update his reference to the orthodoxy of these well- 
known bishops? Indeed would he not, in their case, have 
been if anything even more obliged? After all, Hosius 
returned permanently to the Faith immediately after his 
fall (which had taken place under great pressure and in 
extreme old age), and even the worst enemies of Liberius 
are forced to admit that he was vehemently orthodox 
between the years 358 and 366 when he died. Neither of 
them, therefore, could have led others into error, 
whereas Valens and Ursacius would certainly have 
constituted a great danger to souls if Athanasius's 
readers had supposed on the authority of the holy 
Patriarch that they were still orthodox. 

(ii) Although St. Athanasius's Apologia Contra 
*fianos was frequently used as source material by the 
historians Socrates and Theodoret, neither of them makes 
any mention of the fall of Liberius, even as an 
allegation to be denied, which omission clearly 
indicates that neither of them was aware that such 
allegations had been made. Moreover, Sozomen also used 
this work as source material, and although this 
LVn?n r /f n ^1 refer to the fall of Liberius, his 
account is quite different from the account given in St. 



Bishop H Qg ?L ? a9t Wlth the fal1 of Liberius, the fall of 
illustrious confU.n" e8 t;blished historical fact. This 
pressure in extr * J " ,°J P ituUted to the heretics under great 
?.I" ."d «eVV«n?t« „t d . ^^ S ° 0n 3fter he confessed 9 his 

ve 2 chl:pio P ne d ba t b h l i y s ZoT^Vl^L^ ^ "V 1 "" "?Z 
ntury ecclesiastical- historian Hefele nineteenth 



251 
ha 
cen 



252 * 2 Peter 2:22. 
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Athanasius. Had the text of At-h a « a «< 

used contained any reference to the f aU S'uh 80 | 10Ben 

would have e ral1 of L iberiu 9 he 

(a) certainly used it as source material an* 
made reference to it to support his allegations! 

(b) needed to justify the difference between 
his account and that of Athanasius. 

In addition, the internal evidence is also strongly 
opposed to the passage quoted being the work of Athanasius! 

(iii) For a start, the reference to the fall of 
Liberius is in no way coherent with its surrounding 
context and has all the characteristics of a later 
interpolation - for if it were omitted, far from there 
appearing to be missing something, the text would seem 
to have greater integrity. 

(iv) Secondly, in each case the reference to the 
fall of Liberius is included in a parenthetical aside 
which disturbs the continuity of the whole passage and 
makes it, as the reader will have noted, extremely 
difficult to follow. 

(v) Stylistically, the whole passage quoted is 
extremely poor and does not bear comparison with those 
writings of Athanasius which are of undoubted authent- 
icity. The Greek particles are clumsily used and the 
vocabulary aopears in places to be deficient, neither of 
which weaknesses is by any stretch of the imagination 
likely to have marred the writing of a native Greek 
speaker who was also a scholar, both of which the great 
Patriarch of Alexandria was. 

(vi) Most strikingly of all, the whole of the 
i- r-niPfrP with blatantly invalid arguments 

philosophical P»»"PJ« th, t t h , th ;„i, r . B r of P«opl« who 

dependent on, or proved by, the _ nu of the 

happen to believe it ..and indeed thi ^ ^^ 

principles on which the entire ed ^ 




^r^atSr'to'con i X £ -hodo. *-- uc ch ,c, 
k^ i«s not pope nor 



he is not pope no 
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It is on these grounds that Stlltingus writes: 

"T cannot attribute these additions to 
n-hanasius, but rather incline to the view that the 
h^P of this fragment was written later by a man 
!-?h a imperfect knowledge of Greek and a still 
im perfect knowledge of logic." (Dissertatio de 
Liberie c.8, n.125). 

The Trustworthiness of t he Excerpt from 
■ The Historia Arianorum 

The authenticity of the second passage quoted, which 
comes from St. At-hanagias's Historia Arianorum ad Monachos. 
is subject to similar objections: 

(i) The completion of this work must be dated 
about Easter 357 at the latest, since: 

(a) no part of the historical account which it 
contains goes beyond Lent of that year, and 

(b) in one place there is a reference to 
Leontius, the bishop of Antioch, as alive; and he 
died early in the year 357. (See Socrates, Historia 
Ecclesiastica , II, 37) 

Hence this work also was finished before the events 
which it purports to relate took place (if they did 
indeed take place), and those, such as Hefele, who wish 
to maintain the authenticity of this passage, are forced 
to suggest that it too was updated by St. Athanasius at 
some stage before his death in 373. 

(ii) This last suggestion is not credible in view 
of the fact that Athanasius was still in exile at the 
time that he must have written the questionable passage, 
if he did write it. In that circumstance he would 
scarcely have been in a position to know with certainty 
of the fall of Liberius even it if had taken place, 
particularly in view of the fact that this" fall remained 
a matter of doubt to a scholar like Rufinus, and to many 
others, much later. 

(iii) If Athanasius updated this work after the 
year 357, why did he also not update the reference to 
Leontius as being alive? 

Dpr . ' ivl ° n f,f. again, many other historians of this 

a 3e n , thlS W ° r \ 0f St ' athanasius as source 

"Sinq aJa'rP ^ u° indica tion In their writings of 

to the ArUns ** th&t Liberi ^ had capitulated 

this otolla^i^tK 011 ? ° f the allegations contained in 
passage is historically highly improbable since: 

used lariou^ ^ ^ l8 Wel1 known that Constantius 
plans of X orlh 5 9 ^ ^in the consent to his 
s Jq sted th.f i X bishops, it is nowhere else 

lillelce, and "* threat ^ them with physical 
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indeed both updated sAcond 22-Z- r texts are 

Athanasius say L somewhere in themes' hf/ h dld T 
practice of all authors throughout history ln ^m" 8 
their works to avoid confusion betwee one te't anl 
another? This would have been an even more obvious 

course in his day than today, for the attribution " 
forged works to authors who "had had nothing to do wUh 
them and the alteration of existing works by unauthor- 
ized hands were both at that time commonplace. 

All these considerations together - and most of them 
even individually - leave no doubt that both of the passages 
found in the writings of St. Athanasius which refer to the 
fall of Liberius must be dismissed as inept forgeries, 
included without the saint's knowledge after his death - 
doubtless the work of the enemies of Liberius and the 
Catholic Church: either the Arian heretics, who were 
notorious for their dishonest history and for distorting the 
works of orthodox writers, or the Luciferian schismaticg, who 
distorted the writings of St. Hilary in this period and were 
especially hostile to Pope Liberius. And finally, for the 
benefit of anyone who remains unconvinced by these consider- 
ations and still thinks it possible that St. Athanasius did 
indeed write the passage in question, there is another 
awkward fact to get over. This is that St. Athanasius was in 
a very poor position at the time to ascertain what was 
happening at a considerable distance away from his place of 
exile, and in view of the other evidence of Pope Liberius s 
unfailing orthodoxy that we have seen, there is no altern- 
ative other than to conclude that, even if written by his own 
hand, the extracts are completely erroneous and were ^<=^ ded 
on account of his having been deceived by Arian propaganda. 

ThP Writings of St. Jerome 

Next in importance after these extracts ' ^^"fare 
as historical testimony in favour of the fall of ™»< ^ 

two extracts from the writings of St. ' e «~- ™„ q ; est ion 
shall begin by ^f in % ^^^^e/ i/alVre of'what is 
before analysing them, so that tne 
being discussed. 

in St. Jerome's Chronicon, which was written about the 
year 380, the following occurs: 

■ In the mna O^M^^X^*" 

cierics swore that they would rec n el ^ bsti tuted in , hi. 
olace. But when ^j^.Tery many of tj« brok. 

^l^nad^ £bed *'. heretical oer.ers 
entered Rome as a victor. 



m . in r 97 of his rm-.aloque of Writers, in treating of 
the early Christi.n bisiTop an'd writer tor tunatianus , St. 
Jerome writes as follows: 

"Fortunatianus, an African by nation, and bishop of 
Aauileia when Constantius was emperor, wrote comment- 
6 the Gosoels in orderly sequence in a brief and 
rustic style. He is held as detestable on account of 
the fact lilt, when Liberius, the bishop of the city of 
Rome was travelling into exile for the Faith, he 
[FortunatUnusl was the first to solicit him, break his 
will and impel him to subscribe to heresy. 

Before we begin our analysis of these intriguing 
excerpts, the following comment by Jungmann (op. cit., p. 77) 
is worthy of inclusion in full: 

"We begin by warning that in historical matters the 
assertions of St. Jerome when they are finding fault 
with others cannot always be considered as well-founded. 
This is because throughout his works Jerome tends to be 
somewhat carried away by his hatred for heretics and 
likewise by his naturally vehement character, so that he 
is too quick to judge or falls into some exaggeration. 
It was therefore possible that at the time that he wrote 
these works, while resident in the East, he also 
believed the rumours spread about the fall of Liberius, 
especially if he had come across evidence of this which 
had been forged by the Arians. But it is of greater 
moment that the Dassages quoted are found in short works 
which it is known have been subject to interoolat ion 
throughout and that the texts in question bear all the 
hallmarks of such interpolation." 

The Trustworthiness of the Excerpt from the "Chronicon" 

We begin with the passage quoted from the Chronicon . 
The following points are relevant: 

(i) The manuscripts of the Chronicon are 
extremely corrupt and have been subject to numerous 
additions and interpolations, as is readily admitted 
even by authors hostile to Liberius such as Tillemont. 

(ii) The whole of this account as quoted is 
evidently a summarised version of the account found in 
the Dreface to the Liber Precum . to which we shall refer 
later, and it is evident that whoever was responsible 
for this passage, whether Jerome or some later inter- 
polator, based what he wrote entirely on this source. 
And the Liber Precum is well-known to have been written 
ll^° Zu 1 ! 05 ' wh0 were the enemies of Liberius and of 



in JLini \ £ dox Catholics. Moreover, the very passage 
cont^™ ch J 1 . 1169 , 6 ? fal1 of liberius is described also 
becltl n ° Ckl ; 9 Ubels a ^ ainst St. Damasus, who later 
Vulqate P Bibio %' X\° 8e reque3t Jerome translated the 
that SL-a,?. ' thU U of s P e dal significance in 

in the hi fl h M ?% a per90nal frie nd of Jerome's and it is 
Qiven .nv 9 rril ^ ? nlikel Y that Jerome would have 
a document tfh ,T t0 ^/^ions ™ade about Liberius in 

~ki n C g U 7u n ch o^ourirfals^^rertr ^ 119 ^ ^! 11 " 699 >T 
oo^ f.i * * L , Y caJ -se assertions concerning such a 
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(iii) It is worthy of note that o t 
especially conspicuous early defender of V* ^ was an 
of the Holy See by which iV q f °J the Prerogative 

pontiffs, aL Preserved fro^Le 1 " ^^ 3 ' T RoMn 
Faith, as he maintains in hig fl a r / 9al " 9t the 
Damasus on the questions of faith « letter3 t0 Po P e 
reconciled thi's posUio' IVth' a bTue^that ^ 
Liber ius, Damasus 's immediate predecessor 1*a T 
scribed to heresy, and how c'ouldhe record this" 
subscription as a historical fact which called for no 
explanation or justification? or no 

^• iV) .u h . S T ^ a33age is * uit « ^historical in 
suggesting that Liberius was in exile for a period of 
only one year, and appears very confused in what it says 
about the position of Felix. The credibility of what is 
said in the same passage concerning Liberius is 
therefore obviously open to the gravest reservations for 
this reason alone. 

(v) The final sentence is absurd and paradoxical 
in its statement that Liberius was overcome by weariness 
in exile and subscribed to heresy and was thereupon 
received as a victor when he returned to Rome. Why 
should the Romans, about whose fervent faith St. Jerome 
so often and emphatically tells us, give a hero's 
welcome to a bishop who had been able to return to them 
only by virtue of lapsing into heresy? 

(vi) Hardly less paradoxical is the statement that 
the clergy who had compromised with Arianism were 
expelled from Rome when Liberius was allowed to return 
as a result of subscribing to heresy. Evidently, if 
Liberius was permitted to return only because he had 
capitulated to the Arian heresy, he would scarcely have 
expelled from Rome those who had shown no greater 
weakness than himself! 

, vii) In the most ancient extant text of St. 
aeroJe-s 1 ^^, the Codex Vaticanu s, th^extract 
^n^rning-thrTH T ^ t.ibenus U not to be foun a. 

<viii) in the text •< *• S£2^ £„«*# & 
?on^Inr V e A r q sio t n an ts , eo n an t rin e s a te a o of the words quoted 

abOV6! -Liberius was ordained the ^^U 

the Roman Church, and when **™ t \ lt episcopate, 
III ST o'iE s'wo're ^ W wouid rec^ no 

Felix." j ^hnlar could 

„„ can see no way that an, -interested^ « ' 
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- .no Vlris ULu stribu 




(i) Most obviously, the statement that Liberius 
yielded and subscribed to heresy at the solicitation of 
Fortunatianus, bishop of Aquileia, simply does not even 
approach being plausible; for, of those authors who 
address the subiect, not a single one, even among those 
who maintain that Pope Liberius eventually capitulated, 
hesitates to agree that he went into exile with no 
intention whatsoever of submission. Even the other 
passage by St. Jerome that we have quoted, the one from 
his Chronicon , says that the pope yielded as a result of 
the weariness of exile , which would certainly not be so 
if the cause of his fall was something which was said to 
him at the time when he was setting off for exile. 
Indeed if he had capitulated to Arianism at the instance 
of Fortunatianus, while on his way to exile, there would 
have been no further cause for his exile and the two 
years of desolation which he spent in the East would 
have been a ludicrous, self-imposed penalty. 

(ii) No other author refers to this meeting 
between Liberius and Fortunatianus, not even St. 
Jerome's contemporary, Rufinus, who, as we have seen, 
makes it clear that, although he is aware of the 
allegation that Liberius capitulated to Constantius, he 
does not accept that it is true, and indicates that he 
has no idea of any foundation for it. This would 
certainly be remarkable if the allegation was true; for 
Rufinus lived for a long time at Aquileia, the episcopal 
city of Fortunatianus, and it is of course there that 
his solicitation of Liberius must have taken place if 
it took place at all. 

(iii) It is clear that the attribution of the blame 
for the fall of Liberius to Fortunatianus is based on 
letters attributed to Pope Liberius himself which are 
today universally acknowledged as spurious. 

(iv) One important fact concerning the supposed 
fall of Pope Liberius which we have so far omitted to 
mention, but must mention now, is that those who believe 
it to have taken place allege that it occurred in the 
presence of the Emperor Constantius and of legates of 

Ifrin* £? .° f , ^ e Ea3t and the West ' " ^11 as of 
rp*n!\ follows from this is that, if the fall had 

really happened, there could be no possible doubt as to 
douhJ ?in2 *f pp l ned '. and therefore the bare existence of 
b h V testimony of Rufinus alone is sufficient 
for this) proves the fall's utter impossibility. 

Credibility of the "M b er Precum" 

of th? Pooe M d hp n r°| re thdn ° ne occasl °n, in our examination 
Precum Thl ? Book «f p "" S «° far ' to mention the Liber 
iTffriu i ll . 1 ■ . T" ° f FauaMn "° ™d Marcelllnui— to" 
give its full title translated into English. Written in 384- 
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popes and bishops, including even st mi a 9 aln *t various 
they alleged, lent supoort to heretics Y i Wh ° had al30 ' 
information on Pope Liberius its comni^.",, ,* source of 
immediately evident, for it asserts™^ a t\ s 'fan VaV? v^ 
place before Emperor Constants ever came to Rome An/***" 
if what it says were taken as true, it would t n f" ? v f n 
insignificant help to the detractors of L e L fbe r ius oT \l 
says of him merely that he "gave his hands to oer idy" wh ch 
taken alone, cannot constitute an assertion that he Th 
scribed to any heretical formula, still l e33 that he 
excommunicated St. Athanasius. (More information about this 
Lucifenan tract can be found in Jungmann's Oissertationes 
Dis.6, n.88.) — ' 

Should We Trust Sozomen ? 

The final source alleged to make reference to Pope 
Liberius's fall which is worth bothering ourselves and our 
readers with is the Historia Bcclesiastica of Sozomen, 
written about 450 A.D. It is of some interest in that it 
presents an account which is markedly different from that of 
the other early historians to whom we have referred, and we 
think the most convenient way of conveying to our readers the 
information they need to know about the relevant passage in 
it, is to reproduce here the summary of it and the assessment 
of what weight should be given to it which are to be found in 
the article on Pope Liberius by Dom John Chapman in The 
Catholic Encyclopaedia (1913), volume 9, page 220: 

"Sozomen tells a story which finds no echo in any 
other writer. He makes Constantius, afi ter his return 
from Rome, summon Liberius to Sirmium (357), and there 
the Dooe is forced by the semi-Arian leaders, Basil of 
AncyraTEus'tathius, a'nd Eleusius, to condemn the ^ "homo- 
ousion"; he is induced to sign a combination of th ree 
formulae: that of the Catholic Council of Ant loch of 26 
against Paul of Samosata (in ^hic* Jo mo o u »J 
said to have been rejected «g*2o£^ Photi nus in 
that of the Sirmium as seal ° l * J^'* Counc ii of Antioch 
351, and the creed of the Dedl " cl °" cisely heretical, 
in 341. These formulae were no t P-^ 1 Vsaciu s and 
and Liberius is said to haw exac ^ thingg 

Valens a confession that the son ^ 

similar to the Father ' f"^ ^"moderate account of 
very generally ^cepted as giving a ^ facfc# t 

Liberius's fall, admitting ^ ^ den y it. But 
explaining why so many wri : te " lis was at Rome is impos- 
the^date'soon •"« Con.t.nti-.w.. d ^ 
sible, as the semi-Arian* o y 




but was f° rceu . UKV "; h V t it included thei. -. . L 
adopted it ^clarin9 ^at i ^ Socmen is ^erta^y 

formula 'like in sff^t compilation of tne been 

following here f h | \° n s u9 , whom we kn0 " J ed . Sabinus 

(i.e. semi-Arian) Sa^nu' , waS concerns ^ 
untrustworthy wherever hU e ^ gtorv be for 

seems simply to have 



regarded it, probably rightly, as an invention of the 
party of Eudoxius..." 

w .. fhP account of Sozomen is incompatible with 

T " Sh h °cV rt rical accounts, is evidently founded upon the 

all other ^ 8 ^ untru^rthy heretic, errs grossly in its 

writingS o°nLrnina oth*r matters taking place at the same 
history concerning othr Liberlugf and anynow does not ln 

fact assert either that Liberius subscribed to a heretical 
formula or that he excommunicated Athanasius. 

Philostorgius 

We referred to Sozomen as the final source worth 
bothering with, but there is one other - and only one other 
- historian adduced by the enemies of Pope Liberius as 
support for this Dosition; and he must therefore receive a 
mention, though scarcely more. This is Philostorgius, who 
was writing between the years 425 and 433 A.D. 

All we shall say about him is that he was a member of 
the Arian sect, which, as many of our readers are doubtless 
already well aware, was renowned both for misrepresenting 
history and for falsifying the writings of others. Anyone 
who is prepared to accept the unsupported assertion, of a 
writer with this background, that a Vicar of Christ, to whom, 
in the person of St. Peter, Incarnate Truth Himself said "I 
have prayed for thee that thy faith fail not" had subscribed 
to the very heresy propounded by the writer's own sect , 
brands himself as a member of the group of "historians" who 
study history, not to discover the truth, but to gather 
together, without regard for the strength of whatever 
evidence exists, as many allegations and rumours discredit- 
able to the Catholic Church as they can. It is not in order 
to try to convince such people that we have written this 
Doss ie r , and that is why what we have here said about 
Philostorgius is the sum total of what we propose to say. 

Conclusions Concerning The Unsullied Orthodoxy 
of Pope Liberius 

The time has come to summarize what has emerged from our 
examination of the allegations against Pope Liberius. This, 
we believe, we can fairly do simply by reproducing the 
toiiowing passage from Jungmann's 6th dissertation, n.109: 

"Having weighed up everything, therefore, we reach 
Jl* ^ n ^ lus i on .that the fall of Liberius is fictitious, 
and that Liberius neither fell into heresy nor lent his 
nonVf F f anCe t0 ^ he perfid Y of heretics; and that this 
pontiff ln reality subscribed to no formula of Sirmium 
rofp f « any f °i her document which shrank from the 
fa?h^ «f I the W ° rd ,h °™-ousios' consecrated by the 
Inter L?o „ NlCaea; nor , did ** condemn St. Athanasius or 
enter into communion with the Arians." 

Conclusions Cyrnlng the rrav.lv Su in.„ «^i»iu», 
and integri ty of Michel pavles 

purve^VfalsVhooS^ 9 ^^^' Mlch *^ Davies has been 
hi "olrolrll* a f ^ Uth and Ubel8 a 9 ainat the P a P ac Y in 

his purported defence of the Catholic Church, our task is not 
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yet completed; for unf ortunately it ra „ 

- be shown also that hig errors are culoah?? therefor * mu 3t 

hypocritical. are cu lpable, conscious and 

In fact, shocking evidence of this u ,i P ^ 
in the passages from contemporary sources that J/ K COntaUed 
quoted so exhaustively; for on three nr^, we have just 
Sakes reference to Pope Liber?!.' "Jlie Til t*« ^ iQS 
munication of St. Athanasius headdsalso .that Poop t .VT" 

subsequently made a recantati^T R lu j a r , P °P P T ' lhpr ^ 

Liberius is asserted by no historian u 



'ecantatlon by Pope 
whomsoever . be he 



UXU J *- »^ C Lu C u uy no nis tonan whomg n^.r \~ nr 

contemporary with Liberius or ot any subsequent period, be he 
pro-Libenus or anti-Liberian, be he Catholic or Proiestant 
or even Arian. It is simply an invention on the part of 
Davies to add credibility to his tale.*253 And i n hig 
article in The Angelus , January 1987, Davies threw in three 
more "whoppers for good measure. There he declared, first 
that "in the fourth century the simple fact of communion with 
the Pope did not guarantee orthodoxy as the Arian bishops 
were in communion with Liberius" (which they most certainly 
were not ) ; secondly, that "it was, for a time, communion with 
Athanasius rather than communion with the Pope which 

~i~~ifi*%A a fma C a •- K « 1 i ~ » / ■» „ « i „ A .. „ L. _ _ i. i. - .. _ \ . __j 




So far so bad. But there is another area in which 
Davies's dishonesty manifests itself even more blatantly and 
unambiguously; that of the use he makes of references to 
scholarly authority on the matter under discussion. And 
this we must examine at somewhat greater length. 

The Division of Scholar ly Opinion 

It would not be true to "* '£' D »jJ::, B n ; i T * B r o" the 
acknowledges that thereU scholarly "•^ Ble , tloB of 

question of the fall of Llbe J f 1 . u, 1 ",.;!„. ls , first, that 
St. Athanasius; but what certainly U true Ij^ that , 
such acknowledgements are very rare, ^ . n ^ which 
even when they are made, they are 



ld 5! B 2? t h Vavies is not 



noting Gfl BSon as a source , . ■— depend . nt^^ — ^ 
invented the same piece of » c agre es «'**£„% him an 

our statement that no his that we have d ^^ 

strictly true, we do Davieg ^ ^.J- on tnl s 

injustice. Equally damrung h Gibbon's ^ se , season able 
observation inco ctx on re co rd e career f 

subject, that ■ th ;j? th i l 9 ng approaching it lg83) 

repentance', nor a n n l Atho uc^±^Sl^^— 
Liberius." (Amej^can^CaJ^ 
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True v ^xww ~- — _ 

"Some Catholic apologists have attempted to prove 
that Liberius neither confirmed the excommunication of 
that bl ° eii e.ihqcrib^d to one of the formulae of 

Si?"a".But c r arVin S al Newman has no doubt that the fall 

- .. . -•_ -- kJnhnrinal f »{?t " 



T • .„ ««r ciihqcrib«>d to one or cne rormuiae oc 

Si^ B U t n0 Card U inIl Newman has no doubt that the fall 
of Liberius is an historical fact." 

Such is the measure of Davies's contempt for these 
"Catholic apologists", in other words, that he deems them 
worthy only of anonymous obscurity, and considers the weight 
of Cardinal Newman's opinion alone sufficient to justify his 
readers in dismissing them as unworthy of further attention. 

And what is the truth on this matter? It can easily be 
seen simply by comparing a list of those serious scholars who 
hold the theory that Liberius capitulated to Constantius with 
a list of those who defend his orthodoxy. 

Anti-Liberian Writers 

We start with those who may be regarded as on Davies's 
side. They comprise Moeller, who was a Galilean; Barmby, who 
was a Protestant; Langen, who was an Old Catholic; Tillemont, 
whom Fr. W.H. Anderdon S.J. selects in his Britain's Early 
Faith (p. 39) as the archetypal sceptic; Doellinger , the 
famous scholar who left the Church at the time of the 
declaration of Papal Infallibility in 1870 and became an Old 
Catholic; Cardinal Newman, who is well-known to have been 
extremely liberal and anti-papal ; * 25 * Renouf; Schiktanz; Fr. 
Alban Butler (whose history, as we have seen, is, alas, not 
always as trustworthy as his doctrine and piety - Dom 
Gueranger convicts him of "inconceivable carelessness" on 
page 380 of his [Gueranger ' s ] Life of St . Cecilia ) ; the 
infidel Gibbon, whose Decline and Fall is on the Index and 
who seems to have decided whether or not to accept 
allegations hostile to the papacy purely on the basis of 
whether they would be useful for bringing the Catholic Church 
into disrepute; perhaps St. Robert Bellarmine (although the 
last is at best no more than a highly tentative anti-Liberian 
and appears to express contradictory views on the subject in 
two different places - De Romano Pontifice bk.4, ch.9 and 
bk.2 ch.30, para 2), ani E. Amman in the Dictionnaire de 
Theologie Catholique . 

menMnnf^h 1 ™ en ? ion is called *<>r in the case of the last- 
?hf lnnf r *lV\* n ° n this list ' ^cause the Dictionnaire de 
reliablV g^ 01 ^"* ** « 1«tly famous wor k and generally 
encv?oo1;^ T 3t - ne 7 r be for 9°tten, however, is that all 
/ e ?f i 0rkS . ln fu Vitably suffer frora the defect that 

others fir %n„J^ tr bUt u° r9 tend to be le3 * reliable than 
others, for equality in this field, as in anv other field is 

:bs\ P Lt^ly^ntir' 6 ; 13 ' 10 ^ ^ h "-' n -e'e ^ 'fact 'which 



invertea commas - yes , Quotes - what- m,' quote3 l " 

passages from the w r i t i ng s^TTt AvhVn^ P ° r , t t0 be the 
-capitulation" of Pope Liber i as \a\ bVln Vl U Which the 
that in each case the true meaning U III! inter ?°^ted, and 
and further corrupted with inventions of ^ hl V° Mly Ported 
words, not content with passing off in * V?' In other 
overwhelming evidence w ? e havl re P ro ce Y ^1^ ^ 
contemporary pseudo-Athanasius as Athanasius, " falsify! 
even that corruption. A forq°rv i* ™«- „„«*• • caL3lfl es 
purposes; he .„, t e.bellUh u'wlV'f ™th. V ?£?„'% j£ 

Exceptions 

There are also writers who hold the more moderate 
position, similar to that maintained by Sozomen among the 
ancients, that Liberius subscribed to a formula deliberately 
couched in ambiguous terminology, which, although it was in 
fact open to a heterodox interpretation, led him genuinely to 
believe that the formula was a statement of the Catholic 
Faith. These writers include Baronius,*^ 55 Hefele, who was a 
liberal, Funk, and Duchesne, a notorious Modernist, some of 
whose writings are on the Index of Forbidden Books . 

Pro-Liberian Writers 

The very least that can be said of the list of writers 
who have defended the orthodoxy of Liberius is that it is no 
less impressive than what we have seen so far. It comprises 
the Mediaeval Byzantine historian Georgio Cedrenoa i (c .1100), 
faithful relayer of the traditions of ™ 9 ™ **'"£££[ 
Stiltinq; Zaccaria; Palma; Don. Gueranger ( The ^^il 

close argument and is in our view entirely 




does not regarn "*■"-' - tne way *»."-„ a fter <^ c 

he is at pains to ^ ght d »« e U es to his 

Catholic contemporaries eui « xaCtly th e same a PP 
date of his supposed f al ' ine . 

close friend St. Robert 




cnanoed ud by anyone witn tne aDiuty tu i «a^ n «=.*... who 

comes across it; Don, John Chapman in his article in the 1913 
^Th 5 .^ Encyclopaedia ; Alzog in his Universal Catholic 
HUtoYy, volume L, page 542; Darras in his General History of 
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History, voiume l , ^ c ^-.-» --- - - , - , - i — ^z. 

i-hP Cat h olic Church , p. 456 et seq.; Reinerding; Schneeman; 
Wouters; Barthelemy in his Erreurs et Mensonge s Historiques 
which earned a papal accolade; Harrold in The American 
Ca tholic Quarterly Review , 1883; Fr. Luke Rivington in The 
Primitive Church and the See of Peter ; Dumont; the renowned 
<wipi-iira1 pxeaete Menochius; the very learned historian and 
theologian Ballerini; Galland; the Roman Breviary itself 
(December 19th); and the famous Gallican bishop Bossuet, who 
originally argued in favour of the capitulation of Liberius 
but, according to his secretary, D. Ledieu, wished to have 
what he had written on this subject deleted from his works. 
Nor shall we omit the name of Fr. Heinrich Denzinger who, in 
his renowned Enchiridion Symbolorum (93), lists the letter of 
St. Anastasius vindicating Pope Liberius (referred to 
earlier) under the heading "De orthodoxia Liberii Papae"- 
"Concerning the orthodoxy of Pope Liberius". 



According to What Criteria does Davies 
Select his Sources ? 

Very revealing and instructive, for our purposes, is the 
bibliography to Davies's booklet on Liberius and Athanasius, 
listing the six works which Davies has drawn on for the 
material used in the pamphlet. To offer a brief assessment 
of these works will not take us long. 

Two are "Catholic dictionaries", one of them published 
as late as the 1970s and therefore obviously unreliable. One 
is a small book called A Handbook of Heresies by M.L. Cozens, 
which, though sound, devotes only seven pages to the entire 
topic of Ananism and Semi-Arianism and nowhere even mentions 
Liberius. Another, the only full-length book, is The Arians 

of the Fourth Century by Davies's hero, Cardinal NewTSalT: And" 

' £*° ""I? 1 " 1 "9 wor * s are the 1913 Catholic Encyclopaedia 
and the 1967 New Catholic Encyclopaedia: Z 

has mf^jnr ^l 1 ™ 3 h0W . fre 9 uent ly and emphatically Davies 
a?ivelv 1«"\^ ^ °, pini0n ■ if an assertion so authorit- 
wi/h /n tha w he d0es not feel the ne ed to support It 

tirlfl 7 m ° re • n the minimum of evidence can properly be 
termed an opinion - on what is recognized by everyone else 

-r a se V Iud\c C r o n u t sl y Ve shL i t 1 Vu^r' ^ ^^r^ i^" 
w^is^e.e/,^; ^^ -Thtr^w^" °Lve 

substitute for thfd^r^ ™ derstand L *tin, there can be no 
the whole historical i r n1 Q ^ tUd L° f this work to understand 
us at €5?00 each. eDlsode ' Photocopies are available from 

of •p"Iv.l™^rjopeT u ri!c%rJ h Y e h d # a gener ° US letter 
that the work has 'lonn i hich the Pontiff declares 

praise of wise men." ' **" COmmended by the testimony and 
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already made reference earlier in thU n n . o( 
whereas five of the works given in the biblTZST^K' ls that ' 
cit ed in the text of the booklet - most oC t ff» Y "" aU ° 
once - the sixth, the 1913 CathoUcJ^clopatdU T than 
feature in the text at all. ncyciopaedia, does not 

It is In fact difficult to see why the 1913 Cathnn* 
Encyclopaedia rates a mention in the bibUogr.ohy unTeTTlf 
is simply that Davies, who uses it as a reference work for 
many other purposes, was simply embarrassed to cite only the 
1967 New Catholic Encyclopaedia and thus admit openly that he 
was ignoring everything in the more traditional and obviously 
more reliable work in favour of this post-Vatican IT cesspit 
of blasphemous and heretical falsehood. *s for why he did 
the opposite of what any true Catholic would do who wanted to 
consult an encyclopaedia, and turned single-mindedly to the 
post-Vatican II version published under the umbrella of the 
Conciliar Church, that admits no difficulty whatever of 
explanation. The 1913 Catholic Encyclopaedia , which, as we 
say, Davies frequently quotes in his works on subjects other 
than Pope Liberius, contains an excellent and cogent article 
arguing that the various charges made against Liberius are 
entirely spurious , and for Davies this is sufficient to make 
it, in the language of Orwell's Nineteen Eighty-four , an un- 
encylopaedia. 

Needless to say, the dreadful New Catholic encyc- 
lopaedia , like all such works which have emanated from the 
Conciliar Church in order to "update" and outdate their ore- 
Conciliar counterparts, seizes every opportunity that 
presents itself to undermine the Church and diminish the 
esteem which Catholics should have for the Bojy S.e. by 
invariably siding with the enemies of ^e Vicar of Christ in 
the allegations which they bring against hi». D av les sta nds 
revealed'as a man who is prepared to turr i to .such source as 
this to bolster up his prejudices - ^ 1 ^ nt d r 1 a "cS the thesis 

^ i ^ io no ?: o r t ^ rr !s?rSn^ sh orrc^tic w c hur c h . 

rimi i'i ""•" "T* 1 Vlctll,S 

L am en t ably , but ""-^^^'ou^^ivfnf^r ■& 
Liberius is not the only Vicar or "«' from lt ; he 

Davfes subjects to his odious ^"^Viy l\„ dredging up 
remits - and we use this .word de Ube^ly ^ the popes 
every scandal, true, false 
which he can locate. 
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n-.-Hon is made on page 21 of The Divine 
And the "»? ^^"he alsures us that "th is opinion 
^nstitutiojl^whe^ again he^ ^ ^ ^.^ ^ beati ^ c 




belief in the Particular Judgement is not a teaching 
which must be believed 'de fide divina et Catholica' as 
it has not yet been promulgated as such." 

How does this last question, taken in conjunction with 
its immediate predecessor, provide an example of Davies's 
incompetence? Let us ask him a few questions, make a few 
observations, and see what emerges. 

(i) If Pope John XXII was expressing "no more 
than [his] personal opinion",* 258 Mr. Davies, why do you 
use the word "taught" repeatedly, suggesting the 
contrary? 

(ii) Where is the heresy in Pope John's doctrine? 
Is it his denial of the Particular Judgement or in his 
denial that the just enjoy the beatific vision before 
the General Judgement? 

(iii) At first sight, it appears that the denial of 
the Particular Judgement is where you see the crux of 
the heresy issue. But, of course, if, as you inform us, 
this doctrine is not "de fide divina et Catholica", its 
contradiction cannot be heretical. By definition, 
heresy is a proposition in contradiction to one which is 
proposed by the Church for belief "de fide divina et 
Catholica" - i.e. as Divinely revealed. 

(iv) If, however, the alleged heresy lies in the 
denial that the beatific vision antedates the General 
Judgement, ought you not to have explained that the 
contrary proposition was not dogmatically defined until 
1336, two years after Pope John XXII's death, in the 
b ^ll Benedictus Deus (Denzinger 530) so that Pope 
John's opinion was not heretical at all at the time he 
voiced it? 

(v) How is it, it must be extremely pertinent to 
ask, that you are so casual in branding the genuine 
popes of the authentic Catholic Church as heretics even 
when their errors were not contrary to a doctrine to be 
believed "de fide divina et Catholica" , *259 but so 
fierce in your defence of the godless usurpers who call 
themselves popes in the Conciliar Church? What sort of 
treatment, by contrast, would you have meted out to any 

p^i t\ K° n / Wh ° had dared t0 ^^est that John- 

l " had ****** ^resy, if the error in question had 

rpJp-ifJ de f lned (or otherwise proposed) as Divinely 

expressed? 9 t0 ^ COntrad lct ion ' 9 having been 



this to^bVthe^ase 9 . trUC ' " ? ° Pe J ° hn 9 P e <^lcally stated 
59 * At least at the time of contradiction. 
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concerned with avoiding any possihn <«. e ° l °u 9lcal "'iter, 
might be misled by him into er o h V that hls read *" 
to them that, even though the Chu%h ?„' made lt clea r 



the Particular Judgement is Divint^ 8 " 0t teach that 
nevertheless does teach that 7 V '? veale °' she 
certain , and therefore to be hpU«,L ! theological . » 
under pain of mortal sin? Let us 1 Y ^^^^hoTTct 

"--.the Proposition that the soul of every man 
is judged immediately after death, is not explicit- 
ly defined -de fide', but is, however, implicitly 
contained in [other] definitions..." 



More of the Same 

It is now our unenviable duty to return to the same 
appendix to Apologia Pro Marcel Lefebvre , volume i, from 
which we quoted this deplorable misrepresentation of Pope 
John XXII; for the passage we have just been examining is - 
alas! - only one example among many that it contains of the 
feature of Davies's writing that we are examining at present. 
In fact it is no exaggeration to say that in this appendix he 
indulges in a veritable orgy of anti-papalism. For six pages 
he does nothing but produce pope after pope, each of whom he 
accuses of various crimes until the reader receives the 
impression that the two hundred and sixty successors of St. 
Peter, far from being, as a group, more outstanding for 
holiness and wisdom than any comparable group of men in 
history - which is the reality - were in fact a collection of 
incarnate devils, specializing in every species of sin that 
can be thought of and defiling the highest .dignity to which a 
man can be raised - the vicarship of Christ Himself with 
their abominations. 



But before 
unworthy popes to 
our readers of the 
deplorable incidents 



we look at the catalogue of allegedly 

These principles can be summarized as follows 

(i) Ever yone, the deac .a . «» •■ ^ ^- g 
the right to be P r ? su % d hu g g °°t h e "benefit of the doubt- 
was) evidently bad. Thus < tne ^ apparently 
.ust bT-Tc^ded where it - d d as , charitably ag 1S 

unworthy actions must be 



reasonably possible. ^^ fcQ 



reason 
draw atte 



rt ain categories of ^'^nu/to 

Parents ana our V**? JgfS *$* » £?.«'£ 
our special a ^ ia "«' m and slower '"l 1 our p paren ts, 
to believe evil ' , llt „ our duty j§ t „ spre ,d 

it. indeed, as a 9 t0 the pop 

our bishops and esp 



366 

their honour and to conceal anything we may know that 
tends to their dishonour. 

(iv) Nonetheless, where the interests of others 
i* L Uriouslv prejudiced by silence, it can be 
Cul and evV° n obligatory to draw public attention to 
IhVl sbehavYour even of popes, where this misbehaviour 
^definitely true and when no other reasonably 
available means can be found to safeguard the interests 
of others involved. 

These princioles can be confirmed in any textbook of 
moral theology. It will be apparent from them that we have 
no intention of suggesting that Davies should be automat ic- 
ally convicted of grave offences against the Fourth and 
Eighth Commandments. Whether he is guilty in this respect 
will depend on whether his allegations are true and whether 
it was necessary for him to make them. If they are, or may 
well be, false, no necessity could justify publicizing them; 
and similarly, if there is no necessity for making them 
public, their truth is no defence either. Both of these 
points will be considered shortly, but it is now time to 
introduce the victims of Davies' s caustic attacks. 

Among the spectres he raises are Pope Zosimus, who was, 
we learn, weak on discipline and too soft-hearted on 
miscreant prelates; Pope Boniface II, who tried to nominate 
an allegedly unworthy deacon as his successor but was 
persuaded not to; Pope Vigilius (the allegedly unworthy 
deacon who eventually became pope nonetheless), who is said 
to have written heretical letters while pope - a charge long 
since exploded by the Church's most erudite historians, but 
cheerfully repeated by Davies notwithstanding this easily 
ascertainable fact; Pope Honorius, who (it is generally 
accepted) unwittingly wrote letters open to heterodox inter- 
pretation and according to some failed to oppose heresy with 
due vigour; Pope Sergius, who was, if we are to believe 
certain contemporary accounts, a notorious blackguard; Pope 
John XII, whose pontificate by all accounts was a disgrace 
from the point of view of his personal morality; Pope St. 
Gregory VII - yes, we did say St^ Gregory VII - who in 
Davies's judgement, which he evidently considers superior to 
that of the saintly pontiff himself as well as of countless 
other highly qualified Catholic authorities, was wrong in his 
justly applauded crushing of the Emperor Henry iv,-*Z60 Pope 
Gregory IX, who appointed an allegedly unworthy man as 
inquisitor in France (if Davies sees fit to condemn a pope 
responsible for the government of the entire Church, on " the 
basis of a single mistaken appointment, we must earnestly 
hope and fervently pray that our Divine Judge will be more 

me lZ i n° the reSt 0f us when we meet Hlm at the Judgement 
- though Davies Himself can hardly expect this unless he 
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who i« a i e I a spectacular and egregious libel of a oope 
an artirlp U 'J "*' 6 * , 8alnt ' Which Davies also included in 
Jacques T^~?i *i *™?elu8,-&pril 1979, moved French writer 
Und" in III p / • ° 3n afticle * nti tl*d "Davies in Wonder- 
oose himAif ^ 9lan per , iodical Fiasco (May-June 1980), to 
author?" «L ^ q ? e9ti ° n: "Is-MTcTTTel olvies a serious 
Jiew Jlain?i%^Mf- U V 0r iw a8 gt rai ^tf orward and, in our 
IndAnrn ,«,/ j < V * fter hU nicies of April 1979 

and April 1980 it is impossible for us to reply in the affirmative. - 
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Oavies even throws in Pope Boniface ty 
that he apparently increased taxation **a * • ° n J the grounds 
by offerin, indulgences to gene"^ ,^4"^ *&<%'«> 
may, we cannot ourselves see anythina in t-hJ . \ \ Y as we 
ible in these two "crimes" of wh7c DavU*\ 3t '^ens- 
Boniface, and we doubt if the most exact i no »« a 1 ccu u 9es p °Pe 
could either. But why worry* ££ t ^^deTaU ff^iS 
Davies? Why not include him willy-nilly with the II 
miscreants just the same? Why he. lit. to" cast aspers ions 
founded or unfounded, on the reputation of lonq dead 
sovereign pontiffs? Of what importance is the honour of the 
Church, after all, and obeying, except where there is solid 
necessity to do otherwise, the Scriotural demand that we 
cover the nakedness of our fathers?* 262 

The whole collection is both nauseating and pathetic, 
and the only thing we are in doubt about is which of its many 
revolting features is to be most deplored. There is 
certainly some considerable competition for such an accolade. 
On the one hand there is the unapologetic enthusiasm with 
which Davies exposes to the common gaze the sins and 
weaknesses of those whom he should consider his spiritual 
fathers whose honour he is bound by the Fourth Commandment to 
preserve and defend rather than to attack. Then, iust as 
offensive to anyone with a grain of piety, there is the 
naivete and gullibility with which Davies plasters his Dages 
with these hideous allegations, scarcely ever making the 
slightest attempt to justify them, never at any point 
mentioning that there is often a credible defence made by 
Catholic historians of his victims, ignoring with deter- 




as those of Baronius, »°hrbach«r or «e J ^ hig 30urce 

well, let us allow Davies himself 

to describe it as he sees fit. ^ 

•-th. "" ^^V^-nr/ fished by 

subject, The_P0£es, ed i te^D^^_____ 

TT^W^hTWnt you ^ Vo U 

261* Matthew 7:2: wicn 
shall be judged..." 1oe ,iasticus 3:12 ("Glory 

262 . see ......J 1^?°^^^ 

not in the dishonour ^ of W Commandme nt as ^ 

to thee."); and the c n) . _■ 

the Church (see next paragr J 
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among [ I .V. on the part ofl the Popes.' 

We believe it. Oh, certainly we believe it What, 
after all, should we expect from a popularizing history no 
doubt written to make money and the success of which would 
in-vitably be in a direct ratio to its raciness and 
soicin-ss? We think it evident that Mr. John's book was not 
written, as were the Annals of the Venerable Cardinal 
Baronius, to vindicate the Holy See from the imputations of 
its enemies,* 263 and as there were several single-volume 
histories of the popes in English already, it is difficult to 
believe that Mr. John and the scholars who contributed to the 
text he edited were making an urgently necessary contribution 
to historical scholarshio. In fact, that they were not is 
something about which we need not have the slightest doubt; 
for, since the completion of von Pastor's History of the 
Popes , real scholarship could consist only in learned 
considerations of particular subjects, and a book which 
spends only a page or two on each pontiff, even if written 
with the best possible motives, could make no significant 
contribution to scholarship whatsoever. And the very most, 
therefore, that one could expect its vaunted scholarship to 
consist of, would be no more than an ability on the part of 
the author to skim through von Pastor (in the abridged 
edition if the full-length one was too demanding) and 
summarize what he found there, concentrating upon and 
exaggerating whatever could be used to injure the good name 
of St. Peter's successors. We have not devoted much time to 
reading through Eric John's work, but in the time we have 
spent we noticed not only that Davies in no way understates 
its tendency to criticize the popes, even on the flimsiest of 
evidence, but also that not a single expression in it 
indicated that its editor and contributors were - purportedly 
- Catholics, rather than free-thinkers! 

But we think that, almost certainly, a third sickening 
feature of Oavies's catalogue is the worst of all, and to 
this one we shall now draw attention. When all is said and 
done, surely the most appalling asDect of his enthusiastic 
disloyalty lies in the fact that it was so unnecessa ry. Do 
any of our readers doubt us? Let us look very briefly at the 
° S n 6 r / P ur P<>se of the appendix in which the passages 
synopsized above occur. 

the th^i^If l * 8 J he Ri< 3 h t to Resist An Abuse of Power and 
namelv whJ III * In ^ lS that in certain circumstanc es - 
disobey e! ^^l** W ° Uld be sinful " ifc is lawful to 
u set y as ?dP Mf« ^^authorities in the Church. Now let 
cLar t'achino of hh n" v° aVieS ho Pelessly mis-states the 
teaching of t he Church on when one may disobey lawful 

obligation of^e'sty can Vt \Zl ^'V^ nade Clear ' th * 
sin on the oart of Ln! 2 6S re ^ ulre the admission of 

historians! an ^ BaronTu's "is'both^ ?* ?T ^° ted Cath ° UC 
and a historian who 1 .« ? devot ed Catholic historian 
truth, no on ^ would cl aim th^t '-oL^ t0 h i 8 ^^ions to 
would swiftly bring to liah* 9 l£ J* 9 throu 9 n " ni9 P^ es 
'faults, stupidity blunder. 9 \ hundred s of examples of 
on the part of the pop,. " ' '^^e* *nd weaknesses'" 
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authority, and let us set aside also the f»n* -v, 
discussion is irrelevant to the concilia •!! " t JV ntlre 
they are demonstrably not "lawful authority- ? 6 

would it not have been fully sufficient La ,?" 3 °' why 
of the Church's great theologians . ?2xtract a F%« i teachin< 3 
Bellarmine and Suarez would have cove e ^1^7' 
adequately), perhaps with the addition of on f « ^ 
appropriate historical instances of oopes who ° 9 e ° U" 
compliance with which would have been sinful? To what 
possible end was it necessary to run through every quest- 
ionable and allegedly questionable episode in the history of 
the papacy? How did it assist Oavies in providing his thesi* 
about obedience to remind us in exaggerated terras that Pooe 
Sixtus V produced a bad version of the Vulgate or that mor 
than one pope appears to have had illegitimate children? 

As to the details in Davies's catalogue, we shall 
content ourselves with the observation that, while some are 
true, many are exaggerated and others wholly fictitious. We 
do not propose to offer specific refutations of the alleg- 
ations, because we believe it to be altogether unnecessary, 
and that the time and space that would be required for the 
purpose can be more usefully employed for other purposes. 
The expose we have provided of Davies's approach to St. 
Liberius should be more than sufficient warning that Davies's 
allegations about other popes are at least as likely to be 
sordid lies as factual; and anyone who still trusts what is 
said by a man with such a propensity to dishonesty as Davies 
is by now seen to have, will hardly be persuaded by anything 
further that we could add. 



CHAPTER ELEVEN 

SCANDAL 

-Woe to that man by whom the scandal cometh." 
(Matthew 18:7) 

Scandal, theologically defined, is an action, word or 
omission which is, or has the appearance of being, wrong, and 
which furnishes, or could easily furnish, others with an 
occasion of sin. According to McHugh and Callan's Complete 
Course of Moral Theology , n. 1467-72, scandal is "by its 
-ature. ..a mortal sin." Only "from the indeliberation of the 
act or from the smallness of the matter" can it become 
venial. Moreover the same authority points out that "as many 
[distinct] sins of scandal are committed as there are 
persons. ..to be scandalized," so that one who gives scandal 
in a published document commits as many sins of scandal, 
mortal or venial according to the gravity of the matter, as 
there are readers of the publication. And it must be noted 
that scandal is committed whether or not anyone actually 
falls into sin as a result of the action, provided that the 
action in question was of the kind that made it likely that 
they would commit sin. "It is not necessary that the sin of 
the other actually follows; it suffices that the action can 
lead to sin." (Fr. Heribert Jone: Moral Theology , n.145) 

Scandal is especially liable to be given by those who 
are widely regarded as representatives of the Catholic 
religion, such as priests, religious, teachers, theological 
writers, etc., because it is presumed that such people know 
what the Church regards as acceptable and behave accordingly, 
and as a result, those who know them or read their writings 
will readily imitate whatever views or behaviour they 
sanction. For instance, if a parish priest had the habit of 
giving signs of impatience and irritation at any incon- 
venience, this would be a sin, but the sin would be mult- 
iplied many times over by the fact that his parishioners 
would tend to follow his example and would form the con- 
clusion that grumbling, snapping, etc., do not much matter. 

In this technical, theological sense of the word, the 

writings of Michael Davies are frequently scandalous. It is 

pn a , c £ hat ' Aether by his choice or not, many thousands of 

emboli r on- * "? t0 re9ard Mr * Davies a3 a touchstone of 

PW , a r e y; J 3 ° meone t0 l00k U P t0 ' someone whose 

therefore i!? y ? T^ ?? d trust *°rthy, and someone who may, 

those who' ,ff hi y f 6 A 0ll ° wed - lt is of no consequence thai 

!• lt e *} n in th / s light are in error and are not even 

art cllul^l sca ^al remains scandal whether its victims 

Lord'VterrioU curse: " " h ° the ViCtimS are ' falls 0ur 

(MattheTie^r 3 ' **" by Wh0m the 3Candal cometh." 



errors 



on identify b e 0aU 8e of trei^Lcu/" Tl c ° n «»tr.tin, 
= 0^' "KL/^VV £ '~o£« M-eLe-^o 

'• U " " 0t that he «Peciflcal ly and positively 
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recommends his readers to behave in surh 

is to make it clear that this is his Q „ n T7' What he does 
he regards it as perfectly acceptable for * Z le and that 
himself a sincere and loyal son of th P rhnr? ° con *iders 
could well be that the fact has never cro/^ ^ ' Whlle ifc 
direct result of this can only be that cIm' mind ' the 
readers who admire him and trust his iudaempn T of his 
him as a guide have learnt from his ex«l?1E SJff/V^" 
lukewarmness. *nd those who were a iS i I lifted into 
ably most*26 4) will, of course , hliVe^d t^Z^T " 
reinforced and their consciences made laxer still. tS 

Frivolity 

Avid Davies readers will be familiar with most of nig 
recreations and pleasures, for they are unblushingly 
mentioned in his books and, much more frequently, in the 
articles which he contributes to The Remnant and The Angelus . 
It is no secret, for instance, that he is a devotee of 
Gilbert and Sullivan comic opera, a supporter of the Welsh 
rugby football team, an admirer of Al Jolson films and an 
enthusiastic consumer of Jim Beam.* 265 

Now it is not at this point our Intention to criticize 
Mr. Davies's favourite pastimes in themselves. Let us 
suppose for the sake of argument that they are all perfectly 
unobiectionable. The fact remains that they are in no way 
positive helps towards salvation. They are not in the 
slightest edifying. In fact it is undeniable that they 
savour rather of dissipation and luxury than of mortification 
and spirituality. 

So why are wp informed of them ? Why does a religious 
writer consider it his pLace to entertain us by telll g " 9 on s? 
how he spends his spare time and by h M 9 V"V -rVt rs and 
Undoubtedly, throughout Catholic history, write rs and 
theologians have needed | rela»ti« .and h ^^v* any 
pleasures . But never until °<" ° wn '"J^be of value or 
of them thought that such details would l » ^ ^^ 
interest to their readers. In '* ct ' "nson mentioning his 
like Dom Gueranger or Orestes Brownson ^ & feligioug 

favourite alcoholic beverage in ™ '„d i«gin.tion. 
periodical is so absurd as to oe oey 



264. Tha t enthusiast c-aa-^f^ *,...»« 
very likely to be lake- •<■ \' t n ltlnq , .^^ that 
doubted. Anyone ^'Y^* John-Paul « asP 00 / th . Catholic 

- Davi " d .n .;,T!» B .Cf.- •»; < r f « " no n-c.^ «i; 



doubted Anyone who fin£ *»„- i - fl pope ano ... 
as Davies does, f e c0 ?""hism and thus outs l » Catho i,c to 
reason be at least in * gojjible for a ^ lety while 
Church. And although ^^fu^^^e -' ->i«* «■ 
practise fervently the e« and har lty ^ 

devoid of living ""VthoU"' ' '■ f.V"' 
be possessed by ""^exists In ""^.ney. 
cases any piety ' hat , tr ength or con 
external and without Y y _ 
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ists who are interested, not in edifying or educating their 
readers but in oouring out the most trivial and Irrelevant 
no^e they can in order to make a p ease nt "read- which 




discus^iVoVhis taste'in cookies he is doing exactly the 
same as some "celebrity" who, having become famous as a 
singer or a sports personality, is for some reason accepted 
5 y the unthinking public as a person whose views on any 
other subject, from politics and religion to literature or 
avourite coffee brands, are worthy of careful note. 

Two conclusions surely force themselves on anyone who 
cares to ponder the motives which lead Mr. Davies (and any 
other writer) to fill his columns with such tedious and 
irrelevant personal details. The first is that Davies must 
be colossally conceited to think that how he spends his 
leisure hours is of any moment to anyone. And the second is 
that he must hold his readers in the most utter contempt - a 
contempt which seems well merited in view of the fact that 
they continue to squander their time and money in obtaining 
and imbibing his outpourings. 

Lest anyone think we have been too harsh in the above, 
we shall now examine a typical article which appeared in the 
Lefebvrite Angelus in April 1985. Although the whole article 
was a classic of its kind - amusing in parts, urbane in an 
inadequate sort of way, and above all painfully trivial - we 
shall quote only the more blatantly disgraceful passages, 
interspersing our own comments. Davies's words will be inset 
throughout. Anything not inset, or in square brackets, is 
written by us. 

Davies begins by promising his readers that his column 
this month will not be as "heavy" as his recent series on the 
Church since Vatican II. Apparently his view is that 
readers who have courageously made the effort to read a few 
not especially demanding articles summarizing the more 
obvious and grotesque abuses of the Conciliar Church deserve 
a month's respite from theology. He opens his lighter 
comments as follows: 

"On Sunday, March 3, I fulfilled a longstanding 
ambition. I visited the University Church of St. Mary's 
in Oxford where John Henry Newman preached some of his 
greatest sermons. Those who are devotees (fans, buffs) 
of Gilbert and Sullivan (can there be anyone who isn't? 
- alas, in the times we live in, anything is possiblel) 

«•:,, a ™t re th . at this month marks the centenary of The 
Mikado. They will also be aware that Koko rose to the 
!" 1 " <^ Lord High Executioner by a set of curious 
chances. The chances which resulted in my visit to St. 
Mary's were equally curious." 

conaidPrV^V t0 teU US that he has vi3it *d Oxford, Davies 
considers it necessary to deliver a dissertation on nine- 

i!S reUa^nM 1 ^ ^ ^ ° learly "L no connection 

h n rUgion 21 his visit to Oxford, and is dragged in to 

Sullivan X™? and because Davies is himself a Gilbert and 

"er^ ^f^^^ —* to suppose that 
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He then briefly describe* a talk whi.K w , 
Oxford, describing not the talk's contents £;* d !l lvered in 
stances in which it was delivered i ea f , but the clrcum- 
into a eulogy of the monstrous*266 car/i* i *» next laun ches 
whose heresies was condemned by Pooe st- o? W,an ( ° ne of 
Syllabus), which is followed by a boastful J,V ln hls 
in an offhand and colloquial style of h «« £ ? ' C ° UChed 
edit some of Newman'? sermons' ?h ' ] a^'ll C " e t0 
horrific section - a discussion "of Davies's f riend^hin^U? 
"Fr." Carl Pulvermacher , a former Caoachin wh P with 

member of the Society of St. Piu^X ^managuV editoTo^ 
The Angelus . Here is how this subject is opened: 

"I was very pleased to see one of the answers given 
by my good friend Father Carl Pulvermacher in last 
month's issue [i.e. of The Angelus 1. It is an under- 
statement to describe Father Carl as a good friend - I 
consider him to be one of the half-dozen best friends I 
have. There are many reasons for this and I will give 
some of them in a few paragraphs of genuinely unheavy 
chit-chat. But before doing this I will explain why I 
was so pleased with this particular answer. I am not 
always totally enthusiastic about Father Carl's answers. 
He is far more intransigent or 'hard line' than I am. 
There are quite often items in The Angelus which I would 
find it hard to endorse. For example, I found the 
Declaration by Archbishop Lefebvre and Forty Catholic 
Leaders which appeared in the January issue somewhat 
negative and pessimistic." 



number of The Angeius, in "»^" "; "•" ' he will nave to 

his signature to the New Code o Cwon Uw. he ^^ 

be considered a heretic and as an enemy heretical New 

Well, of course, *°* n 'l**lJ\M r . 9 torl felt obliged to 
Code, ^d sc.and so..? And so y ^^^ of ^ 

inform the readers of the treoi j 
momentous fact that: 

• f PPter is not vacant but it holds a 
"The Chair of Peter is 
weak occupant"! 

Such is the ^T^™^.?tSt 

Next, Davies digresses " °* ,r f ,.ting " l « "^. B .».l » 
traditionalists to say ^%y t #nf ed b «£ tle , who 
of «ir, other than those cu those scni ehe 



recognize »oj'i'- , h - gives a *«•■* - , . wlt n <■'•- •■- 



266* see pages 8 ' 9 

c «-his epitnet. 
justification of this 
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/.• fc *,-r-™.-r hv the notoriously unreliable Braniff 
^rUnVroiv?.; U« r nrt~ into the folding account o E the 
episode: 

"We eventually arrived at the airport about two 
hours after the official time of arrival, to be greeted 
Sy the news that the plane would not arrive for another 
two hours. 'Golly gosh', I thought, 'by jiminy what 
haooens now?' T looked with aoprehension at Father 
Carl's massive rosary (I hope that all pious readers 
havp stopped reading this article by now!). I know 
what's coming, I thought, he will suggest that this 
qiv«s us a wonderful ooportunity of saying fifteen 
deca'des - several times! He didn't. 'What's your 
favourite mixed drink?' asked Father Carl. 'What's a 
mixed drink?'* 267 I reolied. Father Carl turned white. 
It was as if I had oroduced a book by Martin Luther or 
Hans Kueng from my pocket. Father Carl expressed his 
incredulity at my reply. An English translation of hi3 
response would be: 'I say, old chap, are you actually 
asking me to believe that you don't know what a mixed 
drink is?' An American translation of my reply to him 
would be: 'You are right on the button!' Be that as it 
may, as the hours passed and the Braniff flight did not 
arrive, I made my first acquaintance with the delights 
of the Manhattan, the Screwdriver, the Whiskey Sour, and 
other equally delightful concoctions. The barman, whose 
expertise had contributed in no small way to what was 
proving to be one of the most delightful evenings of my 
life, eventually informed us that he was Episcopalian. 
I had reached the stage where I thought that this was 
yet another alcoholic concoction, but it seems that it 
is an American variety of Protestant. He added that it 
was nice to be living in ecumenical times where we all 
got on so well with each other. My mood wa9 such that T 
would have given the sign of peace to the Ayatolla 
Khomeni if he had been around - which he wasn't. Even 
Father Carl, despite his hard-line attitudes, grunted 
noncommittally. The barman remarked that he could mix 
us a drink which would be new even to Father Carl. 
Father Carl expressed scepticism at this suggestion, and 
challenged our new-found Episcopalian friend to do so - 
which he did. The Episcopalian barman concocted a 
drink called 'Tootsie-roll Pop'. Father Carl had never 
heard of it, but gave it his imprimatur - as I did." 

One can scarcely believe one's eyes as one reads the 
passage, which, to the extent that it can be described as 
laughable, certainly is not so in the way that Davies 
intended it to be; but although further comment will 
doubtless be superfluous for most of our readers, it would 
j; ob ' b . 1 ' b ? wron 9 in P^nciple to quote the foregoing without 
highlighting the principal features which make it object- 



267 * In the United States the term cocktail refers 
exclusively to a mixture of principally alcoholic drinks 
(though milk and fruit juices are permitted), of between 4 
dr1nL° Z L 1 1 a n r a ger f blendS , (0Ver 8 oz) < including carbonated 
Snai-nV Xl V ".""J? *° " " mixed brinks", whereas In 
England the term "cocktails" is indiscriminately applied to 
all such blends. - J.S.D. 
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There is, of course, nothing wrong with wriMnn • 
abusing style provided that one' 3 writing T 9 intend ^ 
achieve something constructive; but the intention to I t0 
something constructive could certainly not be claimed f Trill 
passage just quoted; indeed, in the passage itself Davi- 
-vnresslv disclaims any such obiert- . Pm„ui.. ._ ,. ua . vie3 



have 3J.iiif.«.7 '— *'t— >•- «» v-iicui an attgunc or a disgraceful 
incident in the author's life, an incident which will have 
given no consolation whatever to his guardian angel, and 
knowledge of which is of not the slightest value to anyone 
else. 

But if the incident will have given no consolation to 
his guardian angel, the account of it will certainly have 
caused considerable joy to any demons who may be interested 
in what Mr. Davies gets up to. For consider. In a very 
short space he successfully achieves the following: 

(i) He displays for the Holy Rosary contempt of a 
kind normally associated with blatant Modernists whom he 
so frequently denounces. 




(iii) „ e recount, .without the slightest com 
punction, an occasion at which he ««, ig P un der a vo^ 
having been a Capuchin before Vatican u, 
of poverty 

/ n nnhliclv squandered money on a larg* 

n^l'o'fSp.V.uJ.l'coholicco.coct.on., 

(b) became intoxicated 



(b) became in"""" 

, . „f nrave scandal to a 

(c) gave an "f" 1 "^ ° he ?et ical sentiments 
barman by cons. U^ jo, 

expressed by the barman. ^ 

matter - we ^^ «»»" «""•« C Jtao. "•' !»•<»»?!' 
the company of those , wno wh0 , ^ 1C , 

.. i t«- would oe a funny siae « ...in) f° r 



the company' of those who „■»- , h ;;;• , 

views It would oe a funny giae *> in) for 

suggested that Our tady saw th ( „a jn , 14 . . 

And'on. would ""^^anonized "Ut ^t ving that. J« 

anything wr tten by ^ it x . worthy bow success ^ 

parallel f°«\ lt * nfine oneself to » t0 ao, 

if one were to o°""" wag actually try » . 

Davies was In what n . - t of 

. ■ ...t-ina tne . . „ rt f 
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-ho niece cannot be described as funny. The writing 
rocAmhles most closely the clumsy, heavy-handed attempt to be 
un" of a 'mmature'schoolboy who has read the work, of a 
few comic writers and is embarking on his first attempts to 
imitate them, attempts which most school boys give up when 
they become self-critical enough to realize that they have 
not got the necessary talent. In short, even if the piece 
had been written by an atheist and had appeared in a secular 
magazine not averse to lampooning the Catholic Church, few 
of those who read it, in our submission, would have consid- 
ered it anything better than silly.* 269 Indeed we doubt 
whether even in the degenerate age of degenerate humour in 
which we live, it would be easy to find a secular magazine 
vhich thought such a piece worth publishing. But that is by 
the way. The important thing as far as our readers and we 
are concerned is that, appearing, as it did, in a religious 
periodical, under the name of a man who, however unjust- 
ifiably, is widely regarded as a model orthodox Catholic, the 
piece can only be regarded as scandalous in the highest 
degree. 

It is worth observing that one of the terrible, but 
characteristic, phenomena of our days is the tendency, even 
among Catholics, to regard drunkenness and dissipation, not 
as vices, but as activities to be indulged, and activities 
which - except when so habitual as to be completely out of 
control - only kill-joys would criticize. There are many 
tendencies which are equally non-Catholic, but it would not 
be easy to find one which is more so. As can be confirmed by 
reference to any standard manual of moral theology, the 
Catholic Church considers drunkenness and dissipation to be 
invariably sinful, and we presume that no one who calls 
himself a Catholic could seriously maintain that cheerful- 
ness, amusement and legitimate diversion necessitate the 
commission of sin. 

Idle Words 

Regrettably, the example that we have just given of how 
Davies exercises his apostolate and channels his zeal through 
the columns of The Angelus and The Remnant is far from being 
an isolated one. Here is anotheTl 

"...While I was in the U.S.A. enjoying sunshine in 
most places except Boston, England had the worst August 
on record for many years. The only bright spot was the 
Bears versus Cowboys match in London climaxed by a 
H^rTw^V."-- Thanks to the thoughtfulness of 
in San p t 0f Keep the Faith ' X was a ble to watch it 
in San Francisco on a Video, but that's another story " 
( The Remnant 15th October 1986) story. 



use Lony a < I hiln ^IV™ 1 * Witty wri ting, for when he 
good effect t i S ln9 „ Weapon ' he can use it to very 
no end exceit to L 7 "<?" 5 e tries t0 P rod ^e humour for 

more mediocre humorous writers. 
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The question which occurs to „ 
aae is this. if *n„ «c ~ . t0 a * 



passage is this. If any of Davi-s'a rLJl ^ adin 9 ^uch a 
f material a necessary part of his if?! ! flnds thi * ^or? 
t0 his local bar, or simply stand in a b - Y does he n <* \o 
could at no cost hear an indefinite qu \ n ^ tv que f ue .' Where '« 
trivia concerning the (generally be-tfti lrre levant 
diversions of his fellow-citizens wh / ° r moron iO 
appear in a purportedly religious 'nerinSi, f 3 U have to 
(then) $10 per annum? Of coane it i f 1 \ fc a cos t of 

be given the answer that Remnant readers canned !!" "? COUld 
weak doses of lukewarm pseI3o=aeo?og"witSo„ t VT* fc , heir 

s^s 1 ^i^\^>:^- £?. ? -V 1 - ■ " 

d th e e e onnd: aCh ° ther? that ^^-"-^\7ce^n^Vl^ l i y 




_. w _» , iW has obviously not 

Deen sutticient to give Mr. Matt (the publisher of The 
Remnant ) the slightest concern about his circulation figures. 
It is of course not hard to detect here an attitude which is 
rampant in the Conciliar Church, especially among the clergy. 
This is the attitude according to which those who have the 
function of instructing in the truth begin by trying to make 
themselves popular and seek to achieve this by coming down to 
the level of the dimmest members of their audience or 
readership. And even when they think they have done this - 
though they have usually succeeded only in making themselves 
appear ridiculous - and get down to the "serious" business of 
-spreading the Gospel", still they think it necessary o 
garnish the Gospel with huge quantities of v n u ft 1 9Y u en t f er ^ e 
ment in order to retain the attention and goodwill of those 
they are addressing. 

Needless to say. *i» „^^V?.r»M Ify ^ 




Modernist wing of the «»- _ d oppon ent 

remains much closer t0 ,?" ,f ut ^ 

than to authentic CathoUosm. ^ 

„e said that on reading the last P«sa, 
Davies the question occurred to us j^ hear for nothi 9 
read in a religious J^"^'.' q uestion, too^s^__ 
the street corner. »»* a 



, f t he tneoivy* — 

270. Eve n the more ^^^^^^^1^ 
writers of the nineteenth cent y Newman, «a 9 , f# but 
suc^d^pths. ^i-'^f^'far fro. ort J# .# .nd . d.co'« 
elsewhere in this Doss^.» ept of PJP ioU9 journal J 

he retained a ^^Jfjjve spiced his re: 9^ have d«"C 
that he would no « ore le n vant asides than n congr egation 

with amusing but irrele fcract the attention 



a jig in the pulpit to. 
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„« <-n irrelevant vacuous trivia, 
his devoting time and *P* ce to ha i e any shortage of time for 
Given that he never seems to have Y in earnegtf to 

this, on what b" 1 ' " n c ^ re 7^o„ y dent8 who write to him with 
us and to many ot . he ' ff^g ? suc h as about his stance on 
serious theological questions (sue ^ ^ ^^ ^ 
the occupancy of the Holy See, Ar ' e "ST expected to believe 
answer them, he is t^^^lJ- tg h e has watched on 

KU\Vri.^p" -^ -•^•""-« " the bottom of 

theological disputes? 

If we re - fevote much -re space to ^l^guing 
examples of Dav i es s f r ivo lity e further instance 
-urselves his accomplices, but there 1S exclude d . Davies's 
"^aY^c e nTh'e Remnant ^o^Vst May 1986 was 
reT^able^in 1 ^ it coTtaT^eTThT following two gems: 

(i) "I am unable to devote all the time I would 
like to making sense of it [a Conciliar Church public- 
ation] as I L trying to keep up with .diet of two 
Jolson films a day to commemorate his centenary. 

(ii) "I was somewhat surprised at the extent of 
the response evoked by my article on South Africa... It 
was the largest response to anything I've written for 
some time, with the exception of my reflections on the 
subject of Fig Newtons and my refusal to believe in the 
existence of Kalamazoo." 

We are at a loss to know which ought to leave the reader 
of those words more aghast: whether it should be, on the one 
hand, the sheer silliness, if we are to believe Davies, of 
the dozens of "traditionalist" American housewives who rush 
to their writing pads to engage in transatlantic debate with 
a school-teacher and part-time religious journalist about 
such topics as the existence of an improbably-named town in 
Michigan celebrated in song by Glenn Miller or the character- 
istics of a particular kind of biscuit; or whether it should 
be, on the other hand, the breath-taking and scandalous 
frivolity of the said journalist in filling his columns with 
such trash. Moreover, considerations of space, forcing us to 
restrict ourselves to two short extracts, prevented us from 
doing anything like justice to the sheer appallingness of the 
article as a whole. Sandwiched between those two classic 
examples of debased journalism, almost a full page of The 
Remnant - and the pages of The Remnant are not small - was 
taken up with a pastiche by Davies of an American television 
detective series. *271 

It was the custom in Jesuit schools before Vatican II 
for the students to write the letters "A.M.D.G. "*272 at tne 
top of every sheet of paper to signify that their motive in 
all that they wrote was to glorify God. The custom spread 
and became widely used by the Dious laity also. Perhaps, if 
Davies had observed this practice, even his own lax con- 

271* T he title of the series is "Columbo" and regret- 
tably, though not very surprisingly, it is broadcast on this 
side of the Atlantic also. 
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"Ad Majorem Dei Gloriam", as we are sure most of 



our readers know, means "to the greater glory of God" and is 
the motto of the Society of Jesus. 



nee would not have allowed him to dedicate the kind of 

9C v, mo have analysed in thi9 chapter to the honour of his 
t rasn we 

Maker. 



PHAPTER TWELVE 

, nr . m , ™ nn^THR THE CHURCH AND THE QUESTION OF 
SALVATlun nOCTRINAL DEVELOPMENT 

"0 Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy 
■rust, avoiding the profane novelties of words, and 
impositions of knowledge falsely so called." (1 Timothy 



A Telephone Conversation betwe en J.S. Daly and 
Michael Davies 

In April 1983, the author of this Dossier , J.S. Daly, 
wrote at some length to Davies (whom, as we have said, he 
knew) setting out the reasons which had recently led him to 
the conclusion that the Conciliar Church is an essentially 
different society from the Catholic Church and that the Holy 
See is vacant. 

An assurance received through Davies's son that the 
letter had arrived and would be answered was followed by 
several months of deafening silence, at the end of which, 
some time in August, J.S.D. telephoned Davies to ask when he 
might expect him (Davies) to refute his arguments as he had 
promised to do. Davies explained that he had a heavy 
workload and that J.S.D. 's arguments were not new to him and 
did not, therefore, seem to him to warrant urgent refutation. 
J.S.D. protested that there could be nothing more urgent than 
the duty of rescuing one's neighbour from grave spiritual 
peril, and that if he, Davies, was able to refute his, 
J.S.D. 's, arguments he ought to do so at the earliest 
opportunity to ensure that J.S.D. did not spread such 
dangerous errors to other unsuspecting souls. Such reasoning 
was to no avail and J.S.D. perceived that, as there was no 
prospect of ever receiving a written reply from Davies on the 
subject, he would have to tackle it there and then. 

A long conversation ensued, centring on two points: 

(i) Is John-Paul II a public pertinacious 
heretic? 

(ii) Do public pertinacious heretics automatically 
forfeit all their ecclesiastical offices and become 
ineligible to the papacy? 

Davies's tactic, witnessed by N.M.G. (who shares 
responsibility for this Dossier and who was present when the 
telephone conversation took place), was to deny both points, 
but if forced to retreat from one of them, to take refuge in 
the other - a process which he was able to repeat indefinite- 
ly. Thus when Canon 188/4 was invoked to show that heretics 
forfeit all offices automatically and without need for any 
declaration, he dropped that point and insisted that John- 
Paul II was not a heretic; and then, when religious liberty, 
salvation outside the Church and other heresies were adduced 
to refute this, he argued until he could sustain that 
position no longer, whereupon he rushed back to his original 
claim, that heretics do not automatically lose their offices, 
~fn?o°H U hV he ear 3 l u r c ° nver3ati °n in which this claim was 
^l.rnt n H er tak , en u P V* Ce ' Each claim was maintained in 

alternation, the cycle being repeated several times; and it 
was never possible to make him remember the arguments against 
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both of them at the same time, with th. 
invulnerable. ' Wltn the result that he 




the 
there 



e 13 salvation outside the Catholic Churl 



se he signed 
ch says that 
c Church. 



M.D.: That is not heretical, 
certainly be saved. 



Non-Catholics can 



the Church. For instance [reaching for copy of 
Denzinger], Pope Boniface VIII in Unarn Sanctam said: 

"We declare, say, define and pronounce that 
it is absolutely necessary for the salvation of 
every human creature to be subject to the Roman 
pontiff." 

M.D.: Yes, I know; but that doctrine has developed. 
It is perfectly orthodox Catholic belief that Protest- 
ants, Jews and pagans can all be saved despite their 
errors if they are sincere and obey their consciences. 
"No salvation outside the Church" is taken to mean no 
salvation for those culpably outside the Church. 

J.S.D.: Are you suggesting that Pope Boniface VIII 
meant that in his "ex cathedra" definition? 

M.D.: Oh, no. He meant that non-Catholics could 
never go to Heaven at Til. But that is *$« re . do £" n ;J 
development comes in. You see, Cardinal »••■« 
explained that doctrines can develop provided that each 
change is compatible with what went before. 

j.S.D., And you ^Xe^*^^^ 
there is salvation outside ^ e ™^ tion outside the 
with the"doctrine that there is no salvation 

Church? 



M.D.: Yes. 
can develop 



■ I S-.SSWffl,Tf=?~? s 



can develop. I am thinking ot fl01 9 n u \ ject , showing how 
the Open University*" o thi i • 3 t stl 1 

Catholic beliefs can change d™ de fche church 1S 

remain the same Faith. Salvac 

the best example. gupe rnatural 

But don't you accept that 



J.S.D. 
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. A non-residentia' oent 
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qualifications for mature 
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f«r qalvation? How can a non- 
faith is necessary *?/ "^ h V*274 
Catholic have supernatural Eaitn/ 



M.D 
a 
ie 
thing 



j.S.D.: But aood faith is not the same thing as 

su pernatural faith... 

u k« ennprtluous to prolong our attempted 

It would be 8 "P e ^^ 9 8 ation any further, for the 

reconstruction of the converjatia n h [ d> It is simply 

ourpose of this *™™**£ ™? c ^£sMlnt*ln* . both of 
^ ic h h ig a 1 re g rere:LaT 1 and n wh^h C can be accurately formulated 
as follows: 

(i) it is possible for non-members of the 

Catholic Church who deny even her most fundamental 

doctrines to be saved, if they 

(a) earnestly consider that what they believe 
is right, and 

(b) act in accordance with those beliefs. 

(ii) It is possible for a doctrine to develop in 
such wise that what would once have been considered 
heretical may become orthodox (and conceivably vice 
versa), provided that the historical formulation of the 
original doctrine is not denied but is re-interpreted to 
mean something quite different from what Catholics 
always took it to mean and considered to be the only 
available interpretation. 

The reason that both of these heresies are here treated 
together is that they are mutually supporting and neither can 
be adequately refuted without refuting the other. It is 
impossible to show that there is genuinely no salvation 
outside the Catholic Church if it be possible for a dogma so 
to develop that it need no longer mean that which it once 
meant. Similarly it is impossible to refute this theory of 
doctrinal development convincingly without refuting the "new 
interpretation" of the maxim "no salvation outside the 
Church",* 276 which to most Catholics not aware of the 
confidence trick which has been played upon them appears to 
be a living example of doctrinal development. 

At this point we owe it to our readers to warn them that 
we are about to enter into a lengthy and somewhat demanding 

274* Supernatural faith is the virtue whereby we believe 
all that God has revealed. Since this revelation is 
entrusted to and expounded by the Catholic Church, those who 
do not accept the Church's authority have no certain way of 
establishing what God has revealed and therefore cannot 
believe it. 

275 * I.e. kills herself by jumping on her husband's 
funeral pyre as an act of homage to Brahma or other members 
of the Hindu pantheon. 
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'Extra Bcclesiam nulla salus." 




by the non-specialist (no, «e ar» „.. t0 , be under5t ° od 
specialists - we shall be oiiotho .»„, cl /'">ing to be 
support of all that we .ay'on th, S 3Uth ° r3 in 

satisfactory explanation coma have b ee „ ' t" t q " lly 
briefly. We apologize in advance forth. aI a "^ * ore 
ensuing pages will make on our readers and acvise H, 1 * >?' 



Davies States His Positio 




.,^-v. v ^ - v *.., ..* v ^..jvc^^v-s. «; misrepresenting any aspects 

of his position. We shall begin with the question of 
salvation outside the Church. Some of the extracts we shall 
quote have in turn been quoted by Davies from some other 
author; but we owe no apology for including these, because, 
unless the other author in question is a pope, Doctor of the 
Church or similar, he is just as liable to error as Davies 
is, and by quoting others Davies sanctions what they say and 
makes it his own to the extent that he does not explicitly 
state that he differs from the views of those whom he quotes 
Into this category, for instance, fj"' h j ^ 
statement on the availability of salvation to "Q -Catholics 

which Davies borrows from Canon Smith s Teacning o 

Catholic Church: 




142, 



Cr 

P * 173) ,, iv Order, in which, on page 

Next we turn ^J^^T^t^' 

Davies starts oft m tem e ven 

■ Cod is not bound ^^ft^S 

grace in otnet _ nr » who have never 

^trprocSd to the», ki „ a8 of,- = 

Catholic theory ^T^"" >»" " 
actual grace, which is 
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father than actual grace, for Davies indicates that the grace 



•ie is talking of is normally imparted through the sac 
raments, and this is true only of sanctifying grace, which, 
o those in a state of original or personal mortal sin, is 
normally given by virtue of the sacrament of Baptism or 
Penance. Davies is quite right, however, in saying that 
those who do not have access to the sacraments can receive 
sanctifying grace through extraordinary channels. But where 
he is very wrong is in suggesting that this can apply also to 
those who "have never had the saving word of faith pro- 
claimed to them." If this is true, it must mean either: 

(a) that it is possible to be in the state of grace 
without possessing supernatural faith; or else 

(b) that the act of supernatural faith is possible 
"in the void" - an act of belief without any specific 
object and therefore made by someone who does not 
actually believe in anything in particular, but 
nonetheless earnestly believes,** 77 and believes on the 
sole authority of God revealing, although without the 
slightest idea of what God has revealed. 

We are not informed which of these conclusions is 
Davies's belief. After an irrelevant quotation from St. John 
Chrysostom explaining that genuinely upright non-Catholics 
will all be given the opportunity of accepting the Faith, he 
informs us that "the axiom 'outside the Church there is no 
salvation' was well explained by Cardinal Bourne in his 
introduction to the Catholic Truth Society edition of Pope 
Pius XI's encyclical on True Religious Unity ( Mortalium 
Animos ) . " 



A Cardinal Mistake 

Davies then proceeds as follows, quoting Cardinal Bourne 

at length: 

"'While this axiom is perfectly true,' the Cardinal 
III !^ S % tw ls . e( ? uall y true that without the deliber- 
so pSmo^i th ! K wlU there can b « neither fault nor sin, 
lltlVA ►h y rl hlS v a> L 10m a PP lies °nly to those who are 
outside the Church knowingly, deliberately and wilful- 

this DoinV^n^^ Da V! S, \ Cltation of Cardinal Bourne at 
this point, not to refute the cardinal's doctrine , which we 
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DeLieve does not need an object. 



shall defer doing until w*» h 

to expose his defective reason,- let him 3t *te it fun 
forgotten. if we redLrrr^ before his t r Ully ' bu t 
syllogistic form - which la l^ logic of /^ are 
its logical validity - ft " ' * c »"ect manner <* «.!' e i to 
would be stated as follows: 9ing 
A. 

li|NOOMCanbe ^ without , in . But 

fo r ^ii^:^?**^*™ is 3i ° Eui «»w 
t h e chi^h . n «Vp n t , ir h i. be ne a n '^-,' t v h i B pT."s:?fi , r h A p .. 01 

B. 

the'^h^rch^except 6 #Ti. f ° f non — bership of 
deliberate. But.!! non-membership ig 

aiiVn^* Ch « rch t«<*ea that non-members of her 
are all damned. Therefore... 

dilSVor^ 1 ? tea , Chin 9 can apply only to those who 
deliberately refuse to become members. 

With the first syllogism, we have no quarrel. Both 
premises are indubitably true and the conclusion from them is 
inescapable. But the second syllogism - or rather "syl- 
logism" - is very different matter; for it sees a contra- 
diction where none exists. It is true that no one can be 
damned for not being a member of the Church unless his non- 
membership is culpable,* 278 but there is not the slightest 
contradiction between this and the doctrine that there is no 
salvation outside the Church. If the Church taught that all 
who are not her members were damned precisely on account of, 
and as a punishment for , their non-membership, this teaching 
would indeed be incompatible with there being anyone who was 
not a Catholic through no direct* 279 fault of his own. But 



278 * And we freely grant that non-membership of the 
Church need not always be culpable. 

279* We added the word "direct" because it : could be 
argued - correctly - that no one dies ^V^'^^^lS 
except in some way through his own fault, since it is certain 
that, h ad he corre sponded with ^^^ZSlrAo^ 
receive, the necessary means ^."^^ ( ^en denied him. 
found only in the Church would no h.v *• because 

However this objection would not actect ou v lvation , 

ignorance of the truths necessary to be known f ^ 
on the part of one who, because of ^\*^s, is not so much 
has never been enlightened a9 T t°J h f p e un i snme nt for resisting 
a sin as an ejlect of sin . t S *P "punishment Hence no 



and 



an effect of *™-\\ i ur £her punishment 
doeTToT itself merit «rtneP the cafch< 




^ ^.,^h rWlares simply that all non-Catholics (who die as 

surtfwlfl be dVmnU prescinding entirely from the question 

f \LJt Vin thev will be damned tor. Hence the conclusion 

L,hed in syllogism B is entirely unwarranted by the 

presses and «£«£?«* conclusion to be reached is this: 

"Therefore ( i i i ) any who die outside the Church 
without having deliberately rejected her are damned not 
for their non-membership of the Church but for some 
other sin or sins . " 

While we are criticizing His Eminence's not very eminent 
qrasp of dialectics, it should also be remarked that his 
introductory disclaimer, "While this axiom is perfectly 
true," is disingenuous; for if we accept the interpretation 
he offers us, the axiom is not "perfectly true" at all and is 
in fact, without possibility of denial, perfectly false . We 
are told that the axiom "applies only to those who are 
outside the Church knowingly...", but if this is so, and if 
language has any meaning, how can it be truthfully stated 
that "outside the Church there is no salvation." Evidently 
if even one person could be saved outside the Church by "good 
faith" or similar, there would be salvation outside the 
Church, and the famous, dogmatically confirmed axiom 
expressly denies this. 

The fact is that no salvation simply cannot mean some 
salvation. And, even allowing for the maximum amount of 
interpretation and "development", to say that it is perfectly 
true that there is no salvation outside the Church but that 
this applies only to some non-Catholics is no better than to 
say that it is perfectly true that all dogs have only three 
legs but that this applies only to three-legged dogs. 

Nor, it should be added, is the plain language in which 
the dogma has been expressed, and, as we shall see, has often 
been repeated, the only barrier frustrating those who seek to 
come up with a legitimate weakening of the intransigence of 
this teaching. If "no salvation outside the Church" means 
only that those who deliberately fail to join the Church 
after recognizing their duty to join it cannot be saved, the 
question must arise: what difference is there, in this 
respect, between the Catholic Church and any of the 
"Christian" sects or the varieties of paganism? If a man 
thought he had a grave moral duty to become a Mahometan and 
refused to become one because of, say, fear or human respect, 
he would certainly be damned for this just as much as would a 
man who recognized the grave moral duty to become a Catholic 
but did not do so out of fear or human respect. Undoubtedly 
the former individual would have been mistaken in what he 
thought was his duty, but he would have been bound nonethe- 
less to follow his erroneous conscience. Hence one could 
only conclude that on Cardinal Bourne's interpretation, the 
words "No salvation outside the Church" have no greater 
validity than the words "no salvation outside Hinduism, or 
Islam." 



fhi S r'h^ 6 ?' l 5 not 9 uiltv of sin in his non-membership of 
the Church and will not be punished for this. But he 

a e r rt t Y r6 K ai u nS u U u able t0 eternal Punishment for those 
grave sins which he has committed, including the sin or sins 
on account of which he forfeited his right to be enlightened 
by Providence as to the whereabouts of the true Church. 
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This being probably the Church'* 
certainly it is the most recurrent atUS!? « dlE IJ cult do ^ ma - 
only to non-Catholics but to those c n l ^' and not 

faithful Catholics too - we think it i na ™ i them3 elves 
our exposition of it after hVv"V sUo^^pVu'iJ "" 
proved it, and that we have a duty ah \ V 1 0Ut and 

Scale defence of it with special reference to^th^ ►* - UU - 
objectione to it that can be made. This ^ therefore, ^^11 
do. But before we embark on the task, let u -h,r .\ 
Davies and his chosen ally Cardinal Bourne in order t 1 °t 
them complete their case: Let 

"And this is the doctrine of the Catholic Church on 
this often misunderstood and misrepresented aphorism 
There are the covenanted and the uncovenanted dealings 
of God with His creatures, and no creature is outside 
His fatherly care. There are millions - even at this 
day the vast majority of mankind* 280 - who are still 
unreached or unaffected by the message of Christianity 
in any shape or form. There are large numbers who are 
persuaded that the Old Covenant still prevails and are 
perfectly sincere and conscientious in the observance of 
the Jewish law. And there are millions who accept some 
form of Christian teaching who... have no thought that 
they are obliged in conscience to accept the teaching 
and to submit to the authority of the Catholic Church. 
All such, whether separated wholly from acceptance of 
Christ and His teaching or accepting that teaching only 
to the extent to which they have perceived it, will be 
judged on their own merits..." 

Hence it is clear that we are not misrepresenting Davies 
when we say that he considers 

(1 , that "lva t ionis^ilabU 8 ^o ; l,to 
heretical and schismatical ^"^lans, 
those "separated wholly from Christ , and 

potentially, on the condition that tney ^ gfounds 

TJl e_He^ie^^ „ 

Having allowed Davies and hi. ^^icati^^ 

state their position, ^.^V inescapably heretical. They 

position which are, we maintain, 

are as follows 



" " TTTTxaggerating wildly 

c r .-hat His Eminence is exagy 
«u* we fear tnac m = 

this statement. .^ fche use of thisJ^J 

281* Although P^^^a^^to'be'chr^ 13 ^; %&. are 
to denote all those w^ cl .j. # n , * b 

all those who belie ve ^ non-Catno Salvian^ -- 

unanimously i "V" ?.!»-. < See ' ^°has us ^S^H^^ 
called a "Christian *nathasi ^^j^TBar 

ProvidentU , book I v, fced by ven. 
Arium ; TTd.ot^^ 4 3.) 

5HT77 iaa Hcal AnnaiS' i 



Arium ; TTd.ot^^ 4 3.) 
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;*t7. t "f.VlVti , r.J f0 C V l.t :. I. o -t always 

^^-^^h£^-J^^ - th - 

natural law of self-preservation, performed in honour of 
the d-vils worshipped by Hindus, not only might, but 
ol be saved. Cardinal Bourne ^so includes Jews 
Si those to whom salvation is available with no 
change of their religious positions, together with 
heretics and even those "separated wholly from accept- 
ancp of Christ and His teaching" - and who are therefore 
of course certainly not possessed of the virtue of 
supernatural faith as understood by the Church.) 

(iii) That those who are outside the Church in 
"good faith" - i.e. because they are either ignorant of 
her or because "inculpably they have not recognized her 
for what she is" - and who have a "sincere desire to 
please God," will automatically "be united by 'desire', 
though not in fact, to the visible Church of Christ." 
( Pope John's Council , p. 173) 

(iv) That all those who have never recognized the 
duty of embracing the Catholic Faith "will be judged on 
their own merits" - i.e., it would appear, their 
salvation or damnation will definitely not be affected 
by their non-membership of the Church and will not be 
determined in accordance with their observance or 
otherwise of Christian standards, but will depend purely 
on their obedience to the erroneous dictates of their 
misinformed consciences. (Also stated in the passage 
Davies quotes from Cardinal Bourne.) 

Is Invincible Ignorance Possible Where the 
Church is Known? 

And in addition to these four heresies there is at least 
one other theory which it is evident, from the quotations we 
have given, that Davies entertains, and which, though not 
heretical, we must nonetheless draw to our readers' atten- 
tion as un-Catholic. This is the opinion that even those 
non-Catholics - whether pagans, Mahometans, Jews or heretics 
- who know of the Catholic Church, who are familiar with the 
central facts about her, such as her claim of infallibility, 
her strict moral teaching and her status as the oldest body 
calling itself Christian, and who could have ready access to 
her doctrines if they so wished, may yet be readily admitted 
to the category of those who are invincibly ignorant of her 
true nature and of the obligation to join her. 

To appreciate that this opinion is false, it must be 
remembered that, because "no man lighting a candle covereth 
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it with a vessel or putteth it und 

upon a candlestick, that they who ^J**'", but sett *th it 
light," (Luke 8:16) so, too, ou W e ZZ U may 3ee ^ 
and... came into the world" to -qi V€ " tL "' who " wa3 born 
(John 18:37) ordained that His Ch rc h - T^ the ^th," 
of the truth," (1 Timothy 3:15) be in* J : t ?,_\ llar and ground 
manifest marks of her Divine mission so !EUft endowed with 
isaias that the path of salvation es'tabliah^ k 6 P rophec y of 
would be "a straight way so that fools shall J 7 the MeS3ias 
might be fulfilled. Of these mark th 1870 SV" therein " 
teaches us that "all those things so many and 'n^" S 0U ! cil 
which have been Divinely disposed to the evident ^ v "!' 
of the Christian Faith belong to the Catholic ch,?r hi llty 
indeed the Church herself, by virtue of her ^ 6 ' 
propagation, outstanding holiness and inexhaustible fVcundu! 
in all good things, and on account of her Catholic unity and 
her unconquered stability, is a great and enduring motive of 
credibility and an irrefragable testimony to her Divine 
embassy." (Denzinger 1794) 



unfortunate individuals are somehow, by virtue of their 
ignorance, in the way of salvation. * 2S2 But every Catholic 
instinct must rebel at the notion that invincible ignorance, 
that is to say, ignorance which is inculpable because it is 
not within the power of the person afflicted by it to emerge 
from his darkness into the light of truth, is easily and 
often to be found even among those who daily confront, under 
some aspect or other, the Church herself - that "enduring 
motive of credibility and irrefragable testimony to her 
Divine embassy." Such a conclusion seems to defy 

(a) loaic . for logic denies that one can remain 
(a logic, tor l °v truth of which one sees 

invincibly ignorant of a trucn 

compelling evidence; and 

(o, authority; .for "^ 
of men to be effectively en lig itened oy .^ fchis 

which enlighteneth every an at fc<) 

world," (John 1:9) even when they n ^ dQth 

light exclusively to the fact that eve y^ ^ 

evil hateth the light, an -t h^not ^ 
his works may not be reprove 



iny 



V.^ntttXSf.&X by the «*«-> . ___ 



has no salvif lc « lu ^sed fro. the oM»9 ..i«tlo» •«*« 
New Gain" \re "°t s a condl" on of t^ «*^°^U 
Hope and Charity a chr i,t J* tr ition if tney 

because the name of J« ^ perfect co nt 
nor from the oblig*" 
commit gr» ve 9ln- 
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->,«r C we have never either read one or seen one quoted 
authors. We have neve person could live in religious 

who ad " 1 p tt « d a t J V l .ty in which the Catholic Church is well- 
v ign °n without its ever occurring to him to investigate that 
Sh at one who failed to respond to such an impulse 

of grace could * thereafter be called Invincibly ignorant, or 
that one who did investigate the Catholic Church to the 
extent "at height to could fail to find her testimonials 
convincing if he were genuinely seeking the truth. 

Hence, for instance, the renowned Fr. Claudius Lacroix 
s j in his Theologia Moralis ("De Fide", Q.21), observes 
that 'those who deny that there are any heretics m Germany 
who are only materially such, do so with good reason: The 
heretics in Germany know of our faith," he points out; 

"and they cannot or dare not claim that it is 
plainly false, but must rather judge that it is at least 
the more probable, since if they consider the arguments 
they cannot have evidence of credibility in favour of 
their faith. They must therefore doubt of theirs and 
examine ours, which, however, they do not do, because if 
they examined and studied the notes of the true Church 
and considered impartially whether they are found in 
their Church or in ours, they would discover that they 
patently support ours and not theirs. So the fact that 
they do not acknowledge this is due to their failure to 
make the enquiry they are bound to. Hence their 
ignorance is vincible and culpable and they are not 
excused from formal heresy. Nor can it be suggested 
that the idea that they are bound to this enquiry does 
not occur to them. The very opposite is true, for there 
can be no one who is not moved to initiate such an 
enquiry by the inspiration of God or by instinct or an 
inner scruple." 

And in consequence of this, Lacroix concludes that any 
material heretics - i.e. any heretics whose ignorance of the 
true Faith was genuinely invincible - in a country such as 
Germany could be found only among the very simple. He also 
points out that even any who are in a state of invincible 
ignorance are not , however, in the way of salvation, though, 
if they were sedulously to obey their consciences throughout 
their lives, they would be brought to it by having their eyes 
opened to their duty to examine the claims of the true 
Church. And this is a fact which brings us back to the 
central question we are discussing, which is not whether non- 
Catholics may be invincibly ignorant, but whether they may be 
saved. On this question we must now substantiate our claim 
that Davies's position includes four distinct heresies. And 
to do so, now that Davies has had his say, we shall allow the 
Church to have hers, speaking exclusively through her 
Magistenum. The following passages are furnished without 
commentary, their clarity making further explanation 
unnecessary. 



The Catholic Church States her Position 

(i) The Fourth Lateran Council (1215) declared in 
its definition "Firmiter" that: 

c ■.Jl T , heCe is one uni versal Church of the 
faithful, outside of which no one at all can be 
saved..." (Denzinger 430) 
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(ii) Pope Boniface VIII in hie k 
(1302) declares: In hls bul l "nam San 

"At the instance of faith ^ 
believe and hold the on. I , i „ are bound to 
Apostolic Church, and her do [ rm w?/ 10 and 

simply confess, outside of which the- !" d 

salvation nor remission of si ns "r^" 
declare, say, define and pronounce ' tha "* 

absolutely necessary for t'he "Xati 0B of 'Ul 
human creature that he be subject to the rZII 
Pontiff." (Denzinger 468, 469) ° man 

(iii) In its decree Cantate Domino for the 
Jacobites, the Council of Florence (l439) pronounced as 
follows: 

"The most Holy Roman Church firmly believes, 
professes and preaches that none of those who are 
outside the Catholic Church - not only pagans, but 
also Jews or heretics and schismatics - can have a 
share in life eternal; but that they will go into 
the eternal fire which was prepared for the devil 
and his angels, unless before death they are joined 
with her; and that so important is the unity of the 
ecclesiastical body that only those remaining in 
her can profit unto salvation by the Sacraments of 
the Church, and that they alone will receive 
eternal rewards for their fasting and almsgiving, 
their works of piety and exercises of Christian 
soldiery; and that no one, no matter how great his 
almsgiving, and even if he shed his blood for the 
name of Christ, can be saved unless he remain 
within the bosom and unity of the Catholic Church. 

(iv) In its decree on Original Sin (17th June 
1536), the Council of Trent referred, in its opening 
words, to 

"our Catholic Faith, without which it is 
impossible to please God." (D.».in9« ™'> 

- » •-"•^Vt ti .Viti.%"^"VVt ^ l^.i'" 1 t" 

affirmation that wl ^°^ 
Dlease God." (Hebrews 11.6) 

,„„.,. ..™ r . "oo^ «•••'•- 

~sw -sis^h ear 

wiles of evil men, a b obtain^ norm 

salvation ° £ " e fa ith f«»f „ ,bs.r'«'- 
prof ,""Vt "ana decent morals 



Pope Pius 



IX speaks as 
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■But here... it 1- """V.'.??" bTwhich 
menti ° C n ^^"a^wAtX'aiV "elated - L.ely, 
some Catholics are w errors and as 

those who th \ n * * h »' "faith and I Catholic unity can 
strangers to tta'tra. Fai th a .^^ d be 

^reVposV/To 1 Catholic doctrine." (Denver 

1677) 

«'"' r rt^e^roPosl?^ 9 SHl^.V ,T^ 
salvation." (Denzinger 1716) 

(viii) And the following protest is taken from Pope 
Pius xn's encyclical Humani Generis (1950): 

"Some reduce to a meaningless formula the 
necessity of belonging to the true Church in order 
to gain eternal salvation." 

These statements of the Magisterium could be sup- 
These state m «" n b the unan imous voice 

^ToWScr y ip m tar y e,th e e r Fathers', thV Doctors and the saints 

?ne do ct *».«.». tau 9 ht , .{M.n.t even the smallest degree of 

equivocation or ambiguity , is: 

(a) that it is absolutely impossible to be saved, 
to have one's sins forgiven, or even to please God at 
all, except when united by faith to the unity of the 
Catholic Church and in submission to the legitimate 
Roman Pontiff; and 

(b) that this doctrine is so firm and universal 
that it admits of not even a single exception - not even 
in the case of those who lay down their lives for Christ 
in a "Christian" sect which they earnestly believe to be 
true. 

We presume that our readers will not disagree with our 
summary of the doctrine of the Magisterium on this point; for 
the wording of the texts is sufficient to dispel all doubt 
for anyone who is prepared to accept them at face value 
without attempting to force upon them a quite unnatural 
"interpretation" - or rather negation - in order to make them 
accord better with what seems appropriate to him or with what 
he has learnt from some second-rate catechism or explanation 
of Catholic doctrine put together by a popularizing author 
rather than by a theologian of real status and merit.** - 5 
But it must also be made clear that these texts of the 
Magisterium do not represent the complete picture, in that a 
subtle theological distinction must be made before it is 
possible to attain a thorough understanding of how the 



283* Thus, for instance, the famous Baltimore catechisms 
pervert, and effectively deny, this dogma, but Cardinal 
Gasparri's The Catholic Catechism states the doctrine 
correctly if not fully. Another sound treatment of the topic 
is found in Bishop Hay's Sincere Christian . Other important 
and sound treatments of it have been written by Fr. Michael 
Mueller and Mg r . Joseph Fenton, both of whose works are 
available from Britons Catholic Library and of which details 
are given Later in this chapter. 



ditions necessary for sal»...i 

ctice even in exceptional .uiViVn."' be ,olf "led i n 



Three Quite Recent Statements^fthe 




"cti mea n 1 n g in the oTTTTKtm — 3 — — 

9°"* turther tLn thV.^TbVo's fe- > «— 

expressly addressed in those earlier Tehees? 9Ubjects "" 

the perfect 6 /micVV""*"' of tVT" C ° nSon " t ^ 
no salvation Outside Church '£ thX ?££"' ij 
men who are invincibly and therefore inc,,ln!hi„- ° f 

of the existence of Ls ChZV, ^TZ?IU\Z??- 
ation of joining her; and g 

™«o^ b) V 1 ! 6 w aC ^ b ° rderli ne between tho 3e who are 
considered to be inside the Church, and those who are 
considered to be outside her, according to the terms of 
the dogma. 

Long before the Magisterium had addressed these topics, 
there had been no few theologians who had taken it upon 
themselves to address them and had reached conclusions 
concerning them that were simply incompatible with the 
dogmatic teaching of the Church already quoted. It was to 
correct such errors - many of them actually heretical - that 
the Magisterium intervened and pointed out the correct limits 
of orthodoxy on these questions; but, alas!, these very 
interventions, whether because they were studied only 
superficially or because they were consciously distorted, 
were seized on by the liberals, the minimizers, the indif- 
ferentists, as confirmations of the very errors they had set 
out to correct! Although no excuse can be made to exonerate 
those who thus abused the teaching of the Church, it must 
certainly be admitted, and indeed cannot too strongly be 
emphasized, that these statements of t h « ^" te ^or?periJ 
delicate theological nuances, and that to be Properly 
understood they must be read attentively and ! th ^ghtfully, 
preferably with the assistance of a ' co»» ent y y Jy *° 
trustworthy theological work specifically consideri g 
topic. 

The first of these P™"™?™^ &, ^cUer* 18 u' 

section : 
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- .-1 For this reason they constantly wonder 
versantur']. For tnis re aft Pr death of those who 
about the f.t« , and ^ .^^Vto t h e Cathol ic Faith, 
Tnd 6 c^vi a nce a d Ch by Jr gumen^V of not the slightest force, 
rhlv aw^it a response from us in favour of this perverse 
notion < ) As our Apostolic office requires, we wish 
I oAi^ooal solicitude and vigilance to be aroused so 
r/ P a7 can, you may drive out of men's 
minds' this ooinio/, no less impious than deadly, that 
the oatS of eternal salvation can be found in any 
religion. Use all the skill and learning at your 
disposal to show to the people committed to your care 
that these dogmas of the Catholic Faith are by no means 
opposed to the Divine mercy and justice. 

"It must be held by faith that no one can be saved 
outside the Apostolic Roman Church, that this Church is 
the sole ark of salvation, and that whosoever does not 
-nter her shall perish in the flood; but it must also be 
held as certain that those who are ignorant of the true 
religion, if their ignorance be invincible, are subject 
to no guilt on this account in the eyes of the Lord. 
But who would claim the ability to designate the limits 
of such ignorance in accordance with the nature and 
variety of peoples, religions, characters and of so many 
other things?"* 285 (Denzinger 1646-7) 

Such are the words of Pope Pius IX on the topic we are 
examining, words which, according to Mgr. Joseph C. Fenton, 
"have all too frequently been misinterpreted by Catholic 
writers who have examined them superficially." (The Catholic 
Church and Salvation , p. 42) 

The Doctrine of "Singulari Quadam" 

Mgr. Fenton's credentials as a theologian are irrep- 
roachable. He was a Doctor of Sacred Theology and a Bachelor 
of Canon Law; he was professor of theology in several 
seminaries and at the Catholic University of America; he was 
editor of the American Ecclesiastical Review ; and he was 
Secretary of the Catholic Theology Society of America, member 
of the Pontifical Roman Theological Academy, and Adviser to 
the Sacred Congregation for Seminaries and Universities. Nor 
could any reader of his excellent book The Catholic Church 
and Salvation in the Light of Recent Pronouncements by the 
Holy See deny that the various accolades he has thus received 
from the Church were well merited. We shall therefore allow 



28b * It should be noted that, in rhetorically enquiring 
who is able to designate the limits of invincible ignorance, 
Pope Pius IX by no means implies that it is in no circum- 
stances possible to be sure that a given individuaF"is or is 
not in a state of invincible ignorance. His doctrine is 
simply that the exact borderline between vincible and 
invincible ignorance cannot be identified with certainty and 
that there is therefore a category the members of which 
cannot with certainty be classified as either vincibly or 
invincibly ignorant. 
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him to guide us to 
words.* 286 



understanding of Pope Pi 



US IX'3 

"The basic thesis of Sinqulari o.i»h. • 
assertion that the teaching ' n o" one can hp, 5 lS the 
the Apostolic Roman Church? i a SSgSTof^iS' 81 ?! 
is something to which the assent of faith i?!.w \ ^ 
given. As such, it is of course comp eJe y ! alUbl^ 
It is something which can neverbe Lr J 

modified. It must be received as an absolutely true 
proposition. y e 

"It is interesting, incidentally, to note that Pope 
Pius IX was faced with a situation quite similar to that 
which Pope Pius XII described when he wrote his 
encyclical Humani Generis in August 1950. The attaclc 
on the dogma of the Church's necessity for salvation a 
hundred years ago was not conducted by men who presumed 
to deny or to suppress the statement that there is no 
salvation outside the Church. Their tactic was much 
more subtle and dangerous: they tried to empty this 
statement of all real meaning. They tried to make 
Catholics believe that there was some hope of salvation 
for people who had never entered the Church in any way. 
Sinqulari Quadam characterizes this contention as a 
ruinous error. 

"Pope Pius XII dealt with a similar situation when 
he condemned the efforts of those teachers who were 
trvinq to reduce the teaching that the Church is 
necessary for the attainment of eternal salvation to an 
ernoty formula. '*287 Pius ix worked in this direction 
whe P n y he condemned the teaching that there is .o« hope 
Jorthe salvation of men who have in no way entered the 
true Church of Jesus Christ. 

-Those who taught in-cc»r.t.ly «bo«t the necessity 

of the Church £°^"V vat i°\ a "k" it appear that there 
another tactic. They tried to make it ^pp ^.^ 

was something unjust about th is «" that there was 

They claimed, directly or by mplication, asserti 

some contradiction between .this dog ^ aU . just and 

all-^Jfful. The ailocutio^ , Si»aSiSrLJSiasS dealS 
with this manoeuvre also." 



a cruci "' '" J 

expressed more clearly, and g ^ failed to no fg 

what no reader of _ the tex ^ text m « ch Qf the 

Mgr. Fenton's exegesis — 



liberty o>- ---»- 
of adding emphases. 

Ural Humani-^ 115 

287* In the encyclical 
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anything else. 

-incidentally, on this point, there have been 
Catholic writers who have been led astray by an incom- 
plete translation of this portion of Singulari Quadam. 
The allocution says that people who are invincibly 
ignorant of the true religion 'will never be charged 
with any guilt on this account before the eyes of the 
Lord.' The Latin text reads '...qui verae religionis 
ignorantiam laborent, si ea sit invincibil is , nulla 
ipsos obstringi huiusce rei culpa ante oculos Domini. 
Some persons have attempted a translation of this 
passage which takes no account of the words 'huiusce 
rei'. Such translations tend to present invincible 
Ignorance of the true religion as a sort of sacrament, 
since they make it appear that the Sovereign Pontiff 
taught that persons invincibly ignorant of the true 
religion are simply not blameworthy in the eyes of the 
Lord. 

"The fact of the matter is (and this is the gist of 
the teaching of Pope Pius IX here and in the encyclical 
Quanto Conficiamur Moerore ) that non-appurtenance to the 
Catholic Church is by no means the only reason why men 
are deprived of the Beatific Vision. Ultimately, the 
only fact that will exclude a man from the eternal and 
supernatural enjoyment of 'God in Heaven is sin, either 
original or mortal... Any man who dies after having 
attained the use of reason and who is eternally excluded 
from the Beatific Vision is being punished for actual 
mortal sin which he has committed. (...) 

" It is perfectly possible for a man to die 
'outside' the true Church and to be excluded from the 
Beatific Vision forever without having his ignorance of 
the true Church or of the true religion counted as a 
moral fault . That is precisely what Pope Pius IX said 
in Singulari Quadam . He said it, as the context shows, 
as part of his explanation of the fact that the Catholic 
dogma of the Church's necessity for the attainment of 
eternal salvation in no way involves a contradiction of 
the doctrines about God's sovereign mercy and justice." 
(Emphasis added) 

In other words, Pope Pius IX would indeed have been 
modifying the dogma "no salvation outside the Church"* 288 if 
he had taught that those who are invincibly ignorant of the 
duty to join the Catholic Church can be saved without joining 
her. But those who believe that he said this are simply 

288* Though of course it is impossible for a pope to 
modify a dogma - we are considering an impossible hypothesis 
to clarify our point. 



397 
reading what they think thp ^ 

than what he actuarnTlaiH ! ?° Pe , ^3hl to have sain . ^ 
simply that thoTe-^a^ 1 ^^, " reality his* ao " J^ 
Church will not be damned tZgiifc'™™ °I the Ca ^l c 
in no way alters the fact tTTaT^nTK^rM^-^I • But th U 
be damned for 3 ome other grave~~iT^ y - ]01n her they win 
committed. grave 31n or sins which they hlv7 

At this point the retort m 
this does not explain the case of °anvonp°wh 0me reader9 that 
ignorant of the Catholic religion J nl° , 19 invincibly 
avoids mortal sins throughout his life To ^h" 3 caref ^ 
we shall make no response at t ' ? UCh an ob iection 

considered very fully when we Loo v a % ^ "' ' " lt wiU be 
the MagisteriL advanced^ the° mini, zers'of IteT? -« 
"extra ecclesiam nulla salus\" But first we think t? ^t 
reproducing one more part of Mar FphL!* ifc worth 

Singulari Quadam : 9 ' Fenton ' s commentary on 

"In this section of Singulari Quadam Pope Pius IX 
goes on to urge the bishops of the Catholic Church to 
use all of their energies to drive from the minds of men 
the deadly error that the way of salvation can be found 
in any religion. To a certain extent this is a mere 
restatement of the erroneous opinion according to which 
we may well hope for the salvation of men who have never 
entered in any way into the Catholic Church, the first 
misinterpretation of Catholic teaching reproved in this 
section of the allocution. Yet, in another way, the 
error that the way of salvation can be found in any 
religion has its own peculiar and individual malignity. 
It is based on the false implication that the false 
religions, those other than the Catholic, are in some 
measure a partial approach to the fullness of truth 
which is to be found in Catholicism. According to this 
doctrinal aberration, the Catholic religion would be 
distinct from others, not as the true is distinguished 
from the false, but only as the plenitude is distinct 
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those whose behaviour Pope Pius IX had deplored in his 
allocution dated 17th December 1847 when he indignantly 
exclaimed that: 

"Quite recently - we shudder to say it - certain 
men have not hesitated to slander us by saying that we 
share in their folly, favour that most wicked system, 
and think so benevolently of every class of mankind as 
to suppose that not only the sons of the Church, but 
that the rest also, however alienated from Catholic 
unity they may remain, are alike in the way of sal- 
vation, and may arrive at everlasting life. We are at a 
loss from horror to find words to express our detest- 
ation of this new and atrocious injustice that is done 
to us." 



The Doctrine of "Quanto Conficiamur Maerore" 

Bearing these words in mind, we now turn to the second 
magisterial pronouncement touching on the question of 
invincible ignorance in relation to the dogma that membership 
of the Church is universally necessary for salvation. This 
second one is also taken from Pope Pius IX, and it too has 
been seized upon by certain individuals - among them the far 
from dependable Cardinal Newman* 291 - as evidence that, 
despite his protests to the contrary, Pope Pius IX did indeed 
believe that those "alienated from Catholic unity... may 
arrive at everlasting life." The pronouncement in question 
occurs in the encyclical Quanto Conficiamur Maerore, and in 
reproducing it we shall have to repeat another part of this 
encyclical which we have already quoted earlier. 

"And here, our beloved sons and venerable brethren, 
we must once more mention and condemn the exceedingly 
grave error by which some Catholics are deceived who 
think that men living in errors and separately from the 
true Faith and Catholic unity can attain to eternal 
life. Nothing indeed could be more opposed to Catholic 
doctrine. It is known to us and to you that those who 
labour in invincible ignorance of our most holy religion 
and who lead a good and upright life, carefully 
observing the natural law and its precepts which God has 
engraved on the hearts of all, being ready to obey God, 
can, by operation of Divine light and grace, obtain 
eternal life; since God, Who plainly beholds, examines 
and knows the minds, spirits, thoughts and habits of 
all, in accordance with His supreme goodness and 
clemency, does not allow anyone to be punished with 
hh! r Ik tormei \ ts who has no guilt of voluntary sin. But 
t»U?i ? £ °r \°? m ,* ia also ver y wel1 known that no one 
who 81 q mkk C 1 athollc Church can be saved, and that those 
thP rh^ b h° r I ° PP0 l e the authorit y and definitions of 
the Church and are obstinately divided from the unity of 



* Mgr. Fenton characterizes Newman's "interDretatlnn" 
a° ^"SbW^e 1 ;:^/ , 1 ",! 11 ? L *tter to th* n.^T^^ 
works -to thf. !f f « lici tous pages ot all his published 
LepiVier's £ q^KM?! ^ add that readers of Cardinal 

by Mgr. Fenton for this dubious distinction. 
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the Church and from the *nnn aa 

pontiff, to whom the custody "of" the vfn*''^' Roman 
entrusted by the Saviour; cannt K?" d ha9 been 
salvation." (Denzinger 1677) annot ob tain eternal 

An Apparen t ContradirH™ 

It will be noted at once that Pope Piua ty r*™ - „ 
insists in this extract on the doom? V^ 9 * AA A*?***** 1 * 




, , . «. „ -nity can attain 

to eternal life. And yet, not only does he assur* us - as 
he had done also in Singular! Quadam - that no one is damned 
except for wilful sin, but this time he goes further still: 
he specifically envisages the possibility of salvation for 
some of those who are in invincible ignorance of the Catholic 
Church and comply with a number of other (admittedly very 
demanding) conditions, without stating, and indeed by 
implication denying, that their invincible ignorance would 
have, before death, to be removed by their discovery of and 
admission into the Catholic Church, before their salvation 
could be obtained. However, in no way is he offering this 
possibility as an exception to the dogma; on the contrary, 
immediately after mentioning it he repeats the dogma just as 
firmly and exclusively as before. 



proclaiming in the course of a single paragraph two mutually 
exclusive propositions, namely that no non-Catholics at all 
can be saved, but that some of them nevertheless can be or 
perhaps that he was contradicting, not himself , but the 
dictionary, interpreting the wo d , . -to jean some and 

the word "never" \° r" '^Vqle t on for a went; and a 
Catholic can entertain either su 99 estlon cor d t do so , Eor 
close perusal of the text "J 1 Vv^f Wisely where our text 
it will bring to light the ^ct that p "J"^ ^ it clearly 
superficially appears t o b« "o.t 9^^.^^ ne eded 
K&Vn °i Q t. - sremi^gly-confUcting parts. 

Fir3 t, who are those whom Pop. Pi-. X* ^Tol^oll 
saved despite - invi nc ibl. ign- or.nc of ^ invinciD iy 
religion? Certainly not ±LI ** of othe r stringent 

ignorant, for he ^/ .XidVl in question must: 
requirements also. The Cat holic 

(a) be invincibly ignorant of the 

religion; _ . <e# tne 

light of reason; - — 




ovistence of which have been known to even the most 
Undone" tribes in the , world and I which no one has ever 
with a good conscience denied to exist; 

(d) "lead a good and upright life" - i.e. : not only 
observe the minimum standards known to all, but also 
strive to inform and obey his conscience with regard to 
his every action; and 



(e) be "ready to obey God" - i.e. in addition to 
doing all that he knows or believes to be right, he must 
be disposed to do anything or suffer anything if God 
should make known to him His Will that he do so. 

But the next point is the crucial one. Does the pope 
teach that those who comply with these conditions are in the 
way of salvation and that they will, provided they persevere 
in these admirable dispositions until death, be admitted 
without further ado to paradise? If so, it must frankly be 
admitted that he is granting in one sentence what he denies 
in the next. But he does not say this; most certainly he 
does not. Instead, he says merely that such a one "can 
obtain eternal life," in other words, is eligible for 
salvation, but does not automatically receive it. Some 
further factor must first come into play, and this further 
factor is referred to in the essential clause, "by operation 
of Divine light and grace". In other words, to bring such 
individuals into the way of salvation some kind of special 
Divine intervention is needed. 

And the next question which must concern us is the 
nature of this Divine intervention. Exactly how will "Divine 
light and grace" operate to secure the salvation of a person 
who, despite excellent dispositions, is invincibly ignorant 
of the Catholic Church, outside of which, the pope repeatedly 
assures us, " no one . . .can be saved"? It is evident from the 
significance of the metaphor, "light", selected by the pope, 
that supernatural knowledge would be communicated to the 
individual in question; for the word "light" is invariably 
used with this meaning in Catholic literature. And once this 
is known, the solution begins to emerge - namely, that in 
some way God would enlighten such an individual as Pope Pius 
IX has described in order to ensure that he knew sufficient 
to make the necessary act of supernatural faith in the revel- 
ation of Jesus Christ and the other necessary acts (of hope, 
charity, and very probably of perfect contrition) to entitle 
him to be numbered among those within the Church even if he 
remained in practice invincibly ignorant of the Church 
herself. He would therefore be saved just as a dying 
tribesman would be saved who was met by missionaries so 
shortly before his death that they had time only to teach him 
those doctrines absolutely necessary for salvation - the 
existence of God, the Blessed Trinity, the Incarnation and 
Redemption, Heaven and Hell, the duties of faith, hope, 
charity and contrition - before baptizing him, without ever 
mentioning the Church herself because they knew that the 
catechumen was so disposed as implicitly to accept the whole 
of Divine revelation and was therefore undoubtedly united to 
the Church of which he knew nothing explicitly . 

But the question now arises: how would this essential 
information be conveyed, by "Divine light", to every soul who 
complied with the conditions stated by Pope Pius IX; and what 
would be the eternal fate of a soul who, though the pope says 
he could not be damned because he has never committed a 



wilful deadly sin, could neverthelesq n «f w 

(for want of this knowledge ), if LI e , 3aved either 

question were not vouchsafed to him? Dlv ^e light" i n 

Extraordinary Means of Supernat-.nr.i Bnliqht e nm>n«. 

With this question we have reachpd hh<. i<„-«. i. 
Qaanto Conficiamur and our unLdeTeffo t's to* nteVpre It 
can bring us, and It is time to turn to the voice of "another 
authority. Happily an unimpeachable authority, St Thomas 
Aquinas, answers both questions in one, with a response which 
is in all respects satisfying. In his Quaestione s Dis- 
putatae , "De Veritate", question 14, article 11, he is 
treating the question of whether it is necessary for 
salvation to have explicit faith - i.e. to believe part- 
icular, known doctrines rather than to accept, in a general 
way, "whatever God has revealed" or some similar formula, 
without actual knowledge of what has been revealed - a 
question which he answers affirmatively. And in accordance 
with his usual practice, he begins by citing the strongest 
arguments he can think of against his position. Here is how 
he expresses the argument allegedly showing that there is no 
obligation for faith to be explicit: 

"It seems that it is no_t necessary to believe 
explicitly. For nothing should be accepted, from the 
acceptance of which something inappropriate would 
follow But if we accept that it is necessary to 
salvation that something be believed explicitly, 
something inappropriate would follow. For someone might 

to be necessary to believe anything explicitly. 
No doubt if Michael Davies or ^ Cardinal Bourne^had 
encountered that passage -Jtho-t bein *--.', Ug ^thor. 
ance, they would have *\ l \** e ****** t better themselves, 
They could hardly have put the argument ^ 

they might have thought... - until ■ *% ion for the m in 
St. Thomas was merely stang their p^ ^ to fche same 
order to demolish it. 

argument: „nt-hina 

.». answer to the ^"^J^Tu^ 

inappropriate follows ^^^th", "P"^^-'?" 

everyone is bound to *££•„ a „ n 9 ^"° everyone 

someone reared in th n % WO provide nce " £»" o* iS* £ hat 

natural reason in s f* ;-1 J fhat G od w°uia_'_ ^ h . ch are 
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even by 

necessai _ 

of the Fa.— 

(Acts 10)" Thomas unravels J 

- will "most certainly 




Kofnrp his death to anyone who (a) has been invincibly 
known before his deatn y fmed all the conditions 

i21°:' n ^° e bv th 4pi Piu.'lX to entitle him to receive this 




this latter, -extraordinary case, the inspiration, the 
supernatural instruction in question, may well be limited 
only to those truths which are absolutely necessary for 
salvation, no enlightenment being given about the Church 
herself, as the individual being instructed will have no 
opportunity to be formally received into her or to take 
advantage of her assistance in the path of salvation. Hence 
he will remain, at least to a great extent, invincibly 
ignorant of the Church and will still be numbered among those 
whom Pope Pius IX designates as labouring in "invincible 
ignorance of our most holy religion;" but he will nonetheless 
be inside and not outside that Church of which he knows 
little or nothing. Th i s is because, possessing explicit 
supernatural faith in those doctrines necessary to salvation, 
he will be eligible for membership in the community of the 
faithful, and possessing also Divine charity - or super- 
natural life, or the state of grace (all three are the same) 
- he will, explicitly if he knows anything at all of her, but 
otherwise at least implicitly, desire to be of the number of 
her children. And her children include, not only those whose 
attachment to her is formally accomplished, i.e. her baptized 
members, but also those who have merely a "virtual" member- 
ship effected by their desire to join her; and although this 
desire would be explicit in the case of catechumens, it might 
also be implicit in the case, perhaps, of some uneducated 
savage, raised in the woods among brute animals, who has ever 
striven to follow his conscience and has been found worthy to 
receive from God a supernatural enlightenment .*292 ^ nd i n 
such a case as this last one, even an implicit desire will be 
taken as sufficient for the person in question to be included 
within the Church, insofar as she is the one ark of sal- 
vation, rather than outside her, despite the fact that only 
formal affiliation would be sufficient to allow him to take 
public advantage of the spiritual benefits she offers. 



292 * Hence Fr. Michael Mueller C.SS.R. writes: 

"To assert that acts of divine faith, hope and 

charity are possible out of the Catholic Church is a 

direct denial of the article of faith that there is 

positively no salvation out of the Catholic Church; for 

on account of these acts, God unites Himself with the 

soul in time and in eternity. if these acts then were 

possible out of the Catholic Church, there would be 

salvation out of the Catholic Church, to say which is a 

denial of the above article of faith, and therefore the 

assertion is heretical." ( The Catholic Dogma , p. 227) 

And St. Fulgentius (468-53J) adds that "remission of sin 

cannot be obtained anywhere except in the Church." ( De 

Remissione Peccatorum) (Although the existence of schism 

unassociated with heresy testifies to the fact that faith can 

exist outside the Church in a person not in the state of 

grace - such faith being termed by St. James "dead in itself" 

(2:17) - it is a dogma of the Church that supernatural 

charit / lives only within the breasts of her members.) 
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And, by contrast, if anyone wh« 
of the Church did not receive before hlVd^" 01 ^ ^ no ^nt 
merit, by natural or supernatural means, enabling enUghten - 
the absolutely-necessary-for-salvation 9 V" t0 make 

supernatural faith, we may be sure that hi f„ n ex PHcit 

had to be believed for the salvation of hi <, I ° r 1 anC9 of what 
no defect in the perfection of God's providence bat ^° 
to the fact that the person in question' had .Vt hi.^wil"^ 
upon union with God, but upon some forbidden pleasure ?n 
defiance of the tenets of the natural law made known to' hi. 
by his conscience. Hence Fr. Claudius Lacroix s j wi 
that "the faithlessness of those who have heard nothing of 
the Faith [not even from 'internal inspiration'], is not a 
sin, but the penalty of sin ; because if they had done what 
lay within their power, God would not have concealed the 
faith from them." ( Theologia Moralis . "De Fide", cap 5 
dub.1.) *' ' 

At this point we shall recount two occasions when Divine 
Providence has intervened - once by entirely supernatural 
means and once by means partly natural and partly super- 
natural - to bring knowledge of saving faith to souls who 
were invincibly ignorant of it. Or, to be more accurate, we 
shall allow Fr. Michael Muller to recount them for us:- 




nystic ways. 

"•This holy virgin burned with a most ard."t love 
for God and for the ..Ivtion of souls • °™ * ' Sne 
beheld in a vision all ^"^^re deprived of God's 
saw how the greater pa rt of men ««J J P perdition. 
grace and running headlong ^ tc * v - rla e i.er obstacles to 

She saw how the India . n o s n °t h an a^ other nation who were 
the grace of conversion than »n y ^ God/ on th s 

out of the Catholic Church, a Hence ne 

account, was ready to show mercy t ^^ ^ 

redoubled her P^/^Vod heard her prayers He 
the grace of conversion. * Uc religion to those 

commanded her to teach^ ^ she appeared b^^y 

Mexican Indians. sa vages «f .^/Vruths of our 

of bilocation, to ^ £ all the trut n 

hundred times, in ^ rU Derfo rming miracles »- n *> h/ 

holy religion, and ^per ^ converted to th by 

of these truths, wnen prie sts « ouia . As she 

xli) Thus those g ^ true re lig 
to the knowledge 



Church, because they followed their conscience in 
observing the natural law. 

-Something similar is related in the life of Father 
j Anchieta S.J. (chao.vi). One day, this great man of 
God entered the woods of Itannia, in Brazil, without any 
assignable motive, and, in fact, as if he were guided by 
another. At a little distance he perceived an old man 
seated on the ground and leaning against a tree. 
■Hasten your steps,' cried the old man when he saw the 
father, 'for I have been expecting you for some time.' 
The saintly missionary asked him who he was, and from 
what country he had come. 'My country,' said the old 
man, 'is beyond the sea.' He added other things, which 
led the father to infer that he had come from a distant 
Drovince, near Rio de la Plata, and that he had either 
been conveyed by supernatural means from his own country 
to the place where he then was, or that, by the 
direction and guidance of Heaven, he had been led 
thither with great labour and fatigue, and had placed 
himself where the father found him, in full expectation 
of the accomplishment of the Divine promise. Father 
Anchieta then asked him why he had come to that place. 
'I have come hither,' he answered, 'in order that I may 
be taught the right path.' This is the expression 
which the Brazilians use when they speak of the laws of 
God and of the way to Heaven. Father Anchieta felt 
convinced, from the answers of the old man, that he had 
never had more than one wife, had never taken up arms 
except in his own just defence, and that he had never 
grievously transgressed the law of nature. He per- 
ceived, moreover, from the arguments of the old man, 
that he knew many truths relative to the Author of 
nature, to the soul, and to virtue and vice. When 
Father Anchieta had explained to him several of the 
mysteries of our holy religion, he said: 'It is thus 
that I have hitherto understood them, but I knew not how 
to define them.' After having sufficiently instructed 
the old man, Father Anchieta collected some rain-water 
from the leaves of the wild thistles, baptized him, and 
named him Adam. The new disciple of Christ immediately 
experienced in his soul the holy effects of Baptism. He 
raised his eyes and hands to Heaven, and thanked 
Almighty God for the mercy which he had bestowed upon 
him. Soon after, he expired in the arms of Father 
Anchieta, who buried him according to the ceremonies of 
the Church." ( The Catholic Dogma , pp. 221-3)*293 

Some Objections Considered 
But at this point some objections may be occurring to 

m!^n ea p er, ^ Granted ' he may be 3a * inq to himself, that 
Divine Providence can, in wonderful ways, provide the 

IcZltl* 1 e K Ce M ary K f ° r th6ir 9alvation t0 ^ose who have no 
access to the Church; may it not be, however, that, among 

f^niVhpH K° n ;H Cath0liC vf' th6ir neces3 ^y knowledge i's often 
furnished by the very heretical or schismatic sects to which 
they belong, so that those of them who have not recognized 

293 * Smart ring-bound photocopies of Fr. Mueller's 
"°" d * rful The Catholic Dogma , a 292-page exposition of 
Catholic teacning on salvation outside the 9 Church! written 
in 1888, are available from us at £16 each. 
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the Catholic Church for what she is and have fhor.f 
invincibly ignorant of her may stil b Lu. 0re , been 
he r, provided they follow the/r c c n " nd V. v^" 
arrive in great numbers at salvation? And i\ it Ll ? thu3 
say that since most Protestant sectl, let o e he Eastern 
gchismatics, teach at least the most fundamental doctrines o? 
Christianity correctly, there are in fact comparatively few 
who would call themselves Christian who may not, in fact be 
within the Church sufficiently for salvation? And might'not 
there also be countless millions, among those who have never 
heard of Christ or His Church, who nevertheless do their best 
to behave as they ought and might nevertheless receive, or 
have already received, sufficient enlightenment for salvation 
- perhaps not excluding the Hindu woman referred to by Mr. 
Davies? And if this is so, is not the difference between the 
position of the Davies-Bourne school and that of Pope Pius IX 
largely one of semantics? In other words, if there is no 
salvation outside the Church but many of those apparently 
outside the Church may in fact be inside her, is not this in 
effect just the same as saying that there is indeed salvation 
outside the Church? 



Anyone to whom such objections appear plausible is 
clearly labouring under a number of serious illusions - some 
of them definitely contrary to the Faith. Here is a list of 
the errors implied by the questions: 

(i) that the difference between condemned heresy 
and factual reality can be a purely semantic one; 

(ii) that "the necessity of belonging to the true 
Church in order to gain eternal salvation" is no more 
than "a meaningless formula ; 

-Christian" religious convictions; 

(lv) that the -ct t of -P^^VrVre^uisUes 5 ^; 

ficient in conjunction' .ith^ the othe^p ^ ^ gods; 

salvation, is compatible witn 

„, that the act or supernatura, [ charity, ( which 

natural law and its pr 

the hearts of an, IX 

s^isss J Bar—""" 

are relatively easy a9 brief iy 

„e m ust thereeore refute each £ ^.^ **««£ 

extraordinary "= easily 

Pius IX. _,„ „,. have isolated I i > „ 



d^cTTine is opposed 



Profession, but also in meaning, is irrefutably proved by 
expression, out doctrine, for instance his 



"P 1 " 310 "' "" "n nn f their doctrine, for instance ni 
frequent condemnation of the r ^ CathoUc9 af 

^ ^l,?.^^?.^ l^VmVlv those who think that men livin 




d 
wo 

Sr c Vr?n« VrropTVraVTx-- and of all the other popes and 
councils - differs from this heresy not only as to expression 
but as to meaning also, and differs from it very greatly 
indeed. 

And of course if this first error had been true, then 
the Catholic doctrine that "there is no salvation outside the 
Church" would have been a "meaningless formula" - the second 
error But Pope Pius XII teaches in Humani Generis that it 
is no such thing. It is therefore a formula which accurately 
expresses reality. And indeed if its teaching were not an 
accurate expression of reality, Pope Pius IX would not have 
been able to condemn in his Syllabus of Errors the prop- 
osition that "good hope should be had for the eternal 
salvation of all those who are by no means in the true Church 
of Christ." 

Protestantism and Supernatural Faith 

Thus we arrive at the third error: that Protestant9 are 
capable of making an act of supernatural faith. And we 
shall consider this together with the fourth ; namely, that 
infidels who profess some false or pagan religion are capable 
of the same act of faith. It has already been shown that 
faith is absolutely necessary for salvation, in accordance 
with St. Paul's dictum that "without faith it is impossible 
to please God," (Hebrews 11:6) and it might be thought that 
in view of the Council of Trent's explicit interpretation of 
this as referring to the Catholic Faith - "our Catholic 
Faith, without which it Fi imposs ible to please God" 
(Denzinger 789) - no more could be said in favour of the 
possible salvation of Protestants or pagans, no matter how 
invincible their ignorance. But we have already learnt from 
the encyclical Quanto Conflciamur that this Catholic Faith 
can sometimes be found, "by the operation of Divine light and 
grace," in those who remain invincibly ignorant "of our most 
holy religion" - i.e. that it is possible to possess Catholic 
Faith, and to be within the Church, even while knowing so 
little of the Church's doctrines as to be ignorant of the 
nature of the Church herself. So it is certainly worth 
examining whether even those lost in the errors of Protest- 
antism and paganism may possess this faith. 

Of course, as we have already indicated, the certain 
answer is that they cannot. The reason for this is that, 
although faith may suffice for salvation even in the absence 
of explicit knowledge of the nature of the Church, the errors 
of paganism are incompatible with even those doctrines (such 
as the Blessed Trinity and the Incarnation) which must in all 
cases be believed as essential for salvation, while Protest- 
ants, even when they assent to these doctrines, do so with a 
purely human assent, which can never be supernatural faith as 
it is founded on an incorrect motive. Hence it follows that, 
however "saintly" a life a pagan may appear to lead, and even 



lf one found a Protestant who was so cu«- , c 

J f th e Catholic Faith as to be invincib\ v ° E Cr ° m ^w ledqp 

°A who was doing his best to obev t-h- , V.V l 9norant B f !?« 



appearances, they were most certainly guiltv *?* de3pUe 
against their Maker, as He would otherwise hav e «r 9rave sin 
the light which they needed to accept the truth * ted them 



alvation and thus to abandon the diaboli n^ Cessary Eor 
rotestantism and the no less diabolical cult-V*? 3ect3 of 

3 ot Paganism. 



3 

Prote: 




grace, to that which the intellect by its natural powers In 
the light of objective evidence, perceives ■ - 3 ' ln 




is a ludicrous piece of wishful thinking which has no 
salvific value whatever and indeed is tantamount to the sin 
of presumption - an unforgivable blasphemy against the Holy 
Ghost, as our Catholic catechisms brand it. The "faith" of 
most "non-evangelical" Protestants today lacks even the 
essential characteristic of firmness, since most of those 
who still "believe" in the Incarnation and the Resurrection, 
for instance, regard this merely as a personal opinion rather 
than an objectively certain fact. But even where there are 
Protestants who believe in certain Christian doctrines with a 
certain assent, this assent is not, and cannot be, super- 
natural faith; because their intellects have not perceived, 
in the light of objective evidence, that these doctrines have 
been revealed by God. On the contrary, though they are 
thoroughly persuaded that God has revealed these doctrines, 
the motives for their persuasion are anything but objective. 
The nearest to objective evidence they can produce is the 
presence of these doctrines in Holy Scripture, but they have 
not the slightest foundation for certain knowledge that the 
contents of their Bibles are Divinely revealed - as is 
confirmed by the fact that the contents of their Bibles are 
in great part not Divinely revealed, consisting of nothing 
more than deliberate mistranslations designed to distort true 
doctrine. *294 



29 <* We admit to no exaggeration whatsoever in reusing 
Protestant Bibles of being "in great part .. .nothing more than 
deliberate mistranslations." The mistranslations of ™e *ing 
James Version alone, are so numerous, that one v. fc 

^holar, Thomas Ward, selecting only those of g rea^ ^ 
doctrinal significance, was able to devote \" q rK ° ier , to 
hundred pages, with more words per page than tni * T^Tf ra ta 
bating and exposing them. Bound photocopies ot ni ^-f- 
Sj the Protestant Bible are available froi JJ^^ 
Although such exhaustive analyses of them are n« ^ New 

" e are satisfied that other Protestant Bibles * ucn ju9t as 
English, Jerusalem (purportedly Catholic °u j as 
^oteatant as the others) and New International ar 
defective as, or more defective than, the King Jaroe . 



To cite at length the various pronouncements of the 




nouncements of the Magi ,- , ■ . ,„_ . 

"Index Systematicus Rerum Dogmaticarum et Moralium ( System- 
atic Index of Dogmatic and Moral Matters") in which is found 
a terse statement of all the principal facts about each 
doctrine taught by the Magisterium, systematically arranged, 
and followed, in each case, by the numerical references to 
those decrees in which the relevant doctrine is taught. Here 
are a few significant extracts from this Index, together with 
the reference numbers to facilitate reference to the original 
decrees for those readers who have access to a copy of 
Denzinger : 

"Faith is not a religious feeling 2074ff; but an 
intellectual assent 426, 798, 1789, 1791, 1814, 2145; a 
supernatural principle of knowledge 1789, 1795, 1814; 
but an act produced by the creature, not merely infused 
by God 1242; distinct from natural knowledge 1656, 
1811... It is not a blind assent 1625, 1637, 1790ff, 
1812; or contrary to reason 1797ff, 1915; but above 
reason 1649, 1671ff, 1796ff... In fine it is an assent 
which is certain, infallible and immutable, based on a 
motive which is not an accumulation of probabilities 
2025; nor anyone's private experience 2081; but the 
authority of God revealing 723, 1637ff, 1656, 1789ff... 
What is called 'fiduciary faith' [i.e. the trust of 
Protestants that they will be saved] is not true 
justifying faith 802, 822ff, 851, 922, 1383... Divine 
revelation demands a faith which is internal 1637, 
1681. ..and Divine (i.e. given on account of the 
authority of God revealing) 1789ff, 1811... Faith 
requires that revelations have been previously made 
1622, 1650 and been known by the use of reason 1068, 
1626, 1651... Knowledge [of the fact of revelation] does 
not suffice if it is only probable 1171; or merely 
subjective. . .1273; nor does a mere internal experience 
2081; or a private inspiration 1812. Certain knowledge 
of the fact of revelation is required 1171, 1623ff, 
1634ff, 1639, 1715, 1790... Before the acceptance of 
faith reason can and must certainly know, in addition to 
the fact of revelation, the motives of credibility of 
this revelation 1171, 1622ff, 1634ff, 1637ff, 1651, 
1790ff, 1799, 1812, 2145." 

We think that Fr. Denzinger's admirable synopsis of 
Catholic doctrine on this subject has said all that needs to 
be said to show that Protestants do not and cannot have 
Divine faith while remaining Protestants. But for the 
benefit of those who would like to see the inferences we have 
drawn from these doctrines spelt out in full and applied 
indiscriminately to all heretics, we think it is worth adding 




articles", and reaches a negative conclusion 



"It must be said that a heretic who disbelieves one 
article of faith retains no faith, whether formed or 
unformed. The reason for this is that the species of 



any habit deoends on Its formal obl.et. wltho,^ „ w 
that species of habit cannot remain bi,V,h , Mch 
object of faith is the first truth a, M n!f ! , fonMl 

Sacred Scriptures and In the docf^n! , '!* ln the 
which proceeds from the first ruth . * J hi ° hUrCh 
not adhere to the doctrln/.r .A, r r ' 1 "" 
fnTaTTIble and" Divi ne ru te dr>»« » J^-n Ih ■ r-^-^ 
faith and holds those things whTch beUn a \ ^ rV? 
oTheTwise than by faith.- (Emphases added) ' ° '^^ 

And Fr. Michael Mueller makes the same point In i,,- 
technical language: u inL in x * n ■ 

"Protestants, material Protes tanta • 29 5 nor 
excepted, have no absolute faith in Christ flr.t 
because they do not believe Him to be such a* He is made 
known in Holy Scripture and in the infallible doctrine 
of His Church; and secondly, because they do not believe 
all that Christ commanded His Church to teach all 
nations, obliging all to believe her doctrine under pain 
of eternal damnation... All this shows that the 
difference between the essential qualities of our faith 
and those of Protestant belief is greater than the 
distance between Heaven and earth." 

Turning now to those who profess no belief In Jesus 
Christ and the essential doctrines of Christianity, but 
adhere instead to some pagan error, or to Judaism, the 
impossibility of their possessing that Divine faith which Is 
needed for salvation can be shown much more briefly. 

"In the time of grace [i.e. after the coming of 
Christ]," says St. Thomas in De Verltatc , Mill, 
"everyone, greater or lesser, is bound to have explicit 
faith concerning the Trinity and the Redeemer." 

And Denzinger's Index confirms that this is Indead the 
doctrine of the Church: 

"The articles [of faithl concerning the existence 
of God and His justice, the Trinity and the Incarnation 
must necessarily be believed explicitly: 1172, 1214, 
1349ab, 1966a." 

It is true that there have been one or two theologians 
who have endeavoured to argue from St. Paul's teaching He 
that cometh to God must believe that He is and Is a " w «™" 
to them that seek Him" (Hebrews 11:6) that no other doctrine, 
need be believed explicitly for salvation except that God 
exists and repays men according to their deser ts. But . 

295. A ma terial heretic Is one who, tho» q * J ^^^ 
not guilty of the sin of heresy o« n 9 to h ^» aM#nti ar# 
ignorance of the fact that the errors to whicn ne ^ ^^ 
contrary to Divine revelation. Such a one wi ^ talva tlon 
for being a heretic, but he is not in r "' ral Y ca tth without 
because he does not possess true supern lmportan t not to 

which it is impossible to olease God. it i J lftllk# about 
confuse Catholics who inadvertently ' ■•"• catholic l« 

dogma with material heretics. Tne n#-# and doe* 

disposed to believe all that the Ch en c ^^ aJn#r# -p 
Possess saving faith. The ^erla J « aboUt ltf •• he 

*is error whatever the Catholic Churcn * 
i« (invincibly) ignorant of her Divine autno 
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.. « eonarafe articles of hi9 Summa (II, II, 
Thomas devotes t»o "P.rj t. art lcI n no legs 

question 2, « tie " s ' t -mere is no other name than that 
scriptural aejrtrin. that There whereby we must be 

° f J H eS "^Lts 4-12? and Vshowing that explicit faith in the 
saved, (Act * « a2 ; »™ Trinlty and in Our Lord Jesus Christ 
as Redeemer is absolutely necessary for salvation. Hence 
as Redeemer a - ua ii a ble that any person ignorant of 

Hill SScKln^c^W U*?n thV'-.'y of salvation - much less 
a person obstinately denying them, such as a Jew or a 
Mahometan. 

The fret of Charity 

As the reader may recollect, we have still two errors to 
refute of the six we listed as particularly liable to ensnare 
those who read the teachings of the Magistenum on this 
subject without sufficient thought or background study. The 
fifth of the six was the notion that the act of supernatural 
cITaTity necessary to vivify faith and make it salvific is 
compatible with the commission of grave sin against the 
natural law and its preceots which God has engraved on the 
hearts of all." 

The point here is that someone who has received - by 
whatever means - the necessary knowledge and grace to elicit 
an act of supernatural faith has received "the foundation and 
root of all justification" (Council of Trent, session 6, 
chapter 8), justification being "the sanct if icat ion and 
renewal of the inward man by voluntary acceptance of grace 
and gifts, by which man is made iust from being unjust, a 
friend from being an enemy, so that he is 'an heir according 
to hope of eternal life' (Titus 3:7). ..(for] without... 
faith. . .justification does not take place." (Ibidem, chapter 
7) 

But although faith is the necessary foundation of 
justification, it is by no means all that is necessary for 
justification, the other requirements being supernatural 
virtues which can be exercised only by one whose will is 
properlv disposed as well as his intellect. "The Council of 
Trent* 2 '6 assigns six acts by which an adult sinner ought to 
dispose himself for justification; namely, acts of faith, 
fear, hope, love of God, penance or contrition, and the 
resolution to receive the sacraments instituted for the 
remission of sins, to begin a new life and to keep the 
Commandments - which resolution may be said to be included in 
true contrition," says Fr. Arthur Devine C.P. in his 
Sacraments Explained (page 66). And Mgr. Fenton explains 
further that the man who is in the state of grace "loves God 
with a love of friendship or benevolence, sincerely desiring 
or intending to do His will and preferring to suffer anything 
rather than to offend Him." ( The Catholic Church and 
Salvation , p. 47) It needs little enough thought, therefore, 
to perceive that even those who are blessed with all the 
advantages that come from easy access to the sacraments and 
other assistance offered by the Church all too rarely possess 
these necessary dispositions to be in the state of sanctify- 
ing grace. Much more rarely would these dispositions be 
present among those who still have the misfortune to live in 
"invincible ignorance of our most holy religion," even should 

296 * Session 6, chapter 6. 



the y have received the special enlightenment and qraces 
needed to make an act of faith. Tt might appear at* first 
sight, that such individuals have a compensatory advantage 
over those who have been fully instructed in the 
because, being invincibly ignorant of the Church's teaching,' 
th ey will not be held guilty of many objectively sinful d*eds 
that they may perform when they do not realise their 
sinfulness. And this is perfectly true; but it is of hiqh 
importance not to exaggerate the scope of such invinciblp 
ignorance For there are very many exceedingly demanding 

moral obligations which bind all men, and from which 
invincible ignorance can never excuse as it is imoossibl- for 
anyone to be ignorant of them except by his own grave fault 
It is to these obligations that Pope Pius IX refers, in th« 
passage already quoted from Quanto Conficiamur . when he 
observes that, for one invincibly ignorant of the Catholic 
Church to be eligible for salvation, one of the necessary 
conditions is that he "carefully observe the natural law and 
its precepts which God has engraved on the hearts of all." 

Many of our readers will already be aware that morally 
binding laws include: 

(i) The natural law , which is the norm of right 
behaviour insofar as it is intrinsically immutable, is 
derived from the very nature of things and can be known 
by the light of natural reason. It includes, for 
instance, the obligation of parents to raise their 
children properly. 

(ii) The Divine positive law , which is the norm of 
right behaviour insofar as it is not intrinsically 
immutable but is determined by the revealed will of God 
- e.g. the obligation of Baptism. 

(iii) Human law , which is divided into civil law, 
made by governments and binding their subiects, and 
ecclesiastical law, made by the Church and binding the 
baptized . 

Those who are invincibly ignorant of the Catholic Church 
are not bound by ecclesiastical law unless they are baptized, 
and even then will not be bound by those parts of it not 
known to them because of their invincible ignorance. And 
they are not bound by the Divine positive law except insofar 
as they have been made aware of it. But they m u ost n certa1 ^ 
are bound by the natural law, for whereas the Divine law 
bTn-ds only those to whom it has been promulgated - ■•*• *° 
whom the revelation of God, together with its J " ^ "^ ^ 
proofs have been made known - the natural 1 aw requires no 
promulgation, being, in Pope Pius IX's words, engraved 
the hearts of all." 

*.k=.«- fh^rp is no precept of 
This is not to say, however, that ^ ere ls gg V Y " ign orant , 
the natural law of which a man can be blameles ^ Y A i pho nsus 
for that is not the case. But let . us *lJ£v, to explain 
Liguori, the Church's Doctor of moral theology, 
the necessary distinction for us: 

-It is certain that in the first P r inches ^th. 
natural law, and no less "in bli £ ation s of one's 
elusions, as well as in the certain ° not " exist, because 
own state, invincible ignorance J°*\ hinq3 a re known to 
by the light of nature itaelt sue ^ ^^ geeing . 

all except those who shut their ey 
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And of these very things St. Thomas*297 S a Y s: 

•"There belonq to the natural law, first, 
certain exceedingly "common precepts which are known 
to all" but also some secondary, more particular, 
precepts which are ^ conclusions closely inferred 
from the principles.' 

"And he affirms that neither can be unknown except 
through passion or culpable ignorance -But on the other 
hand it is the unanimous opinion of theologians . .that , 
with regard to mediate and obscure conclusions, i.e. 
those thich are remote from the principles, invincible 
ignorance does indeed exist and must be recognized." 
i Cloqia Moralis , Bk . I , n.l70ff, Dissertation o 
Invincible Ignorance) 

Among the "first principles" of the natural law, St . 
Alphonsus instances "God must be worshipped" and Do not do 
to another what you would not have done to yourself. Among 
the "more particular precepts ... closely inferred from the 
orinciples," and which all men are therefore bound to know, 
he includes "the Ten Commandments." As an example of a more 
remote conclusion, concerning which invincible ignorance 
would be admissible, he mentions "the prohibition of usury." 
(Ibidem) 

So it is evident that no one at all who wishes to be 
saved, no matter how invincible his ignorance of other things 
may be, is excused from the duties of worshipping the one 
true God, observing all ten Commandments, and complying with 
many other precepts of the natural law, especially those 
relating to the duties of his state in life: obligations 
which are fulfilled by very few indeed, whether inside or 
outside what was once known as Christendom. 

It is to be hoped that this clarification of exactly 
what is meant by some of the conditions mentioned by Pope 
Pius IX as necessary to be fulfilled before someone invincib- 
ly ignorant of the Church would be entitled to the super- 
natural enlightenment necessary for salvation has already 
shown clearly enough the absurdity of the sixth and last 
error we mentioned - namely, that these conditions are easy 
to comply with and may therefore generate good hope for the 
salvation of many who do not appear externally to be in the 
way of salvation. So far is that from being the truth that, 
although it is certainly possible *298 that a catechumen who 
dies while intending to enter the Church, but before Baptism, 
be saved, and although his case would surely be better than 
that of anyone else not formally received into the Church, as 
he is already possessed of the virtue of faith and is aware 
of the best means of securing sanctifying grace, the contrary 
is very much presumed in practice unless the catechumen in 
question be particularly pious. Hence, while St. Ambrose 
entertained good hope of the salvation of the Emperor 
Valentinian II who died before Baptism but with excellent 
dispositions (see Migne: Patrologia Latina , torn. 16, n.1374), 
St. John Chrysostom makes it clear that 9uch hope could only 
exceptionally be justified: 

297 * Summa Theologiae I, II, Q.94, A. 6. 

298* Notwithstanding the outrageous heresy of "Fr." 
Leonard Feeney. (See footnote 300.) 



"Plainly must we grieve for our own catechumens 
ghould they, either through their own unbelief or 
through the neglect of their neighbour, d*oart 'this 
life without the saving grace of Baptism ( 'sine baotismo 
salutari')* 2 "." (Migne: Pa^oJLogiaGraeca, vol LVI 
col. 304) 

Mgr. Fenton on Precept and Necessity 

We have now completed our explanation of the teaching o' 
nnanto Conficiamur Moerore and our refutation of the errors 
and objections that have arisen from its superficial reading. 
But rather than ask our readers to accept what we have 
written, based primarily on logic, though supported by many 
authoritative quotations, we are pleased to be able, once 
again, to quote Mgr. Fenton's careful exegesis of the same 
text, in which he reaches, by a different route, the same 
understanding of the text as that which we have just 
expounded. Although the extracts which follow are fairly 
lengthy, we assure our readers that they are well worth 
reading carefully. 

"There are three most important lessons contained 
in this section of Quanto Conficiamur Moerore ; the Holy 
Father's insistence upon the real necessity of the 
Church for salvation; his implied indication of a 
distinction between the necessity of means and the 
necessity of precept; and his teaching about the 
possibility of salvation for a man who is invincibly 
ignorant of the true religion but who faithfully 
observes the natural law. All of these lessons must be 
studied carefully by a man who seeks to know the genuine 
doctrine of the Catholic Church on the necessity of the 
Church for the attainment of eternal salvation. The 
teaching of Quanto Conficiamur Moerore has a special 
importance because this encyclical has been mis- 
interpreted more than once by men who offered inadequate 
or inaccurate explanations of the dogma that there is no 
salvation outside the Church. 

-First of all, it must be noted that the statement 
of the dogma that there is no salvation outside the 
Church is more forceful and explicit in this encyclical 
than in any other document except perhaos CJLPJ^f 
Domino itself. Pope Pius IX condemned a ^ a ^^s^n- 
e-TroT l ^r^issimum errorem ') the notion that men 
living in Wrors and apart trom the true Paith and from 
the Catholic unity can attain to .tern« fe 

denounced this false teaching as something 
completely opposed to Catholic doctrine, i... 

-n..,^ rnnMM-ar Moerore " "f^^JJf JS 
in that it recognizes religious error as an ^ ^ ^ 
a definite and serious misfortune a ^ D i ain ' speaking must 
affected by it. Its objectivity and plain s Pf ^ 
have been as startling to the m o ^ own 
century ago as it is to some of ^ trie m and of the 
Some of ?he men of the "J n ^ " ^Tof the fact that 
twentieth have been prone to Lose * 



».. This wor> oe ... **• Chrvsos- » ««»' "" '" 
a Latin translation. 



ii . ma n«c life is vitiated by a mistake about his 
lllTnl VestinyW f a e bout the means" God has established 
for the attainment of that destiny Thus there could be 
l*7«n more catastroohic in human life than the 
"^nrp of the erro rs of atheism or agnosticism, or 
e^o> .bout Sur Divine Redeemer, His Church His 
reliqionTand His sacraments. It is strange that some 
Individuals who would be first to acknowledge the 
calamitous nature of an error in aviation engineering, 
which would result in the loss of a plane, are not 
willing to acknowledge the inherent evil of error about 
Christ and His Church, which would result in man's 
eternal failure. (...) 

"Furthermore, Quanto Co n f ic i amu r Moe ro r e i s 
realistic enough to take cognizance ot the fact that 
faith itself comes from and through the Church. We must 
not lose sight of the fact that the formula for the 
administration of Baptism, in the Rituale Romanum, 
contains this dialogue: 

"•What do you ask of the Church of God? 1 

"'Faith. • 

"•What does faith offer you? 1 

"•Everlasting life.' 

"Divine faith is definitely something which men are 
expected to seek and to find in the true Church of Jesus 
Christ. Essentially, the true Church is, and has been 
since the time of our first parents, the congregation of 
the faithful, the 'congregatio fidelium'. A man reason- 
ably and prudently asks the Church for faith since the 
Church is the society authorized and empowered by Our 
Lord Himself to teach His message, the doctrine we 
accept with the assent of Christian faith. And the 
Church is far more than merely the society authorized by 
Our Lord to teach in His name. It is actually His 
Mystical Body, the congregation within which He acts as 
the Sovereign Teacher, in such a way that the members of 
the hierarchy, the 'Ecclesia docens' , are His inst- 
ruments or ambassadors in the presentation of His 
Father's message. (...) 

"There have, unfortunately, been some rather 
serious misinterpretations of the second and third 
lessons contained in that portion of the encyclical 
Quanto Conficiamur Moerore that deals with the necessity 
of the Catholic Church for the attainment of eternal 
salvation. The second lesson is to be found in the 
teaching of Pope Pius IX on the distinction between the 
Church's necessity of means and its necessity of 
precept . This lesson is brought out in a rather long 
and complicated sentence in the text. The encyclical 
tells us that 'it is a perfectly well known Catholic 
dogma that no one can be saved outside the Catholic 
Church, and that those who are contumacious against the 
authority of that same Church, and who are contumacious- 
ly separated from the unity of that Church and from 
Peter's successor, the Roman Pontiff, to whom the 
custody of the vineyard has been entrusted by the 
Saviour, cannot obtain eternal salvation.' 



-Some careless writers and teachers have tried to 
make people imagine that the second portion of this 
sentence is an expression of the entire meaning ™ 1 

in the first section of that s.-eT^ence. SrUers S 
this sort, incidentally, have even misinterpreted thl 
Holy Office letter of 1949, Suprema Haec V.lT 'Ll^ 
the terminology is even clearer than that employed in 
Oaanto Conficiamur Moerore. I n both instances there has 
been an attempt to give the impression that these 
authoritative documents were representing the Catholic 
Church as necessary for the attainment of eternal 
salvation by the necessity of precept only. in both 
instances the attempts were manifestly wrong. FWe 
however, we shall consider only the text' of "th'o 
encyclical written by Pope Pius IX. We shall study the 
Suprema Haec Sacra in a later chapter. 

"The immediate text in the Quanto Conficiamu r 
Moerore indicates quite clearly that the Sovereign 
Pontiff was dealing with two distinct kinds of neces- 
sity. The context proves this point beyond any 
possibility of doubt. The sentence quoted two para- 
graphs above ['It is a perfectly well known Catholic 
dogma...' 1 tells us of the well known dogma that no one 
can be saved outside the Church and states that people 
contumaciously separated from the Church and its 
visible head cannot be saved. The text itself indicates 
quite obviously that the Church is, according to its own 
doctrine, necessary in two distinct ways. First of all, 
it is represented as something necessary for all men. 
No one will attain to eternal salvation unless he is in 
some way 'within' this society at the moment of his 
death. Again, it is shown as necessary in still another 
manner. People who obstinately stay separated from it 
and from its visible head, the Roman Pontiff, cannot 
obtain eternal salvation. 

"Now it is immediately evident that the first 
statement would not be true at all if the Catholic 
Church were necessary for salvation merely with the 
necessity of precept . A thing is said to be necessary 
for salvation with the necessity of precept when God has 
issued a command which cannot be disobeyed except at the 
cost of the loss of friendship with Him. A thing which 
is merely the object of God's command and no more would 
be something necessary with the necessity of precept 
alone. The only persons who could be excluded from 
salvation on this count would be the men and women who 
knowingly and deliberately disobeyed the c°™ a " d 9^*2 
by God. Persons invincibly ignorant of th a t command 
would not be and could not be deprived of eternal 
salvation because they had not obeyed the command. 

"Thus, if the Church were ^"^^^T^e 
merely with the necessity of precept^ or, P e89ary 

same thing in another way, if ^* ivaTion only in the 
for the attainment of eternal 9a a ^^/fro, it 
sense that individuals contumaciously se ^ be true to 
could not be saved, it would defin Jteiy Catho lic 

say that no man could be saved outsi encyc lical 

Church. Yet this is precisely wnac ^^ other 



posse salvari . ' 

"The only possible way a man could logically hold 
that the statement 'no one can be saved outside the 
Catholic Church' means nothing more than people who are 
contumaciously separated from the Church cannot be 
saved," is to postulate that the only people outside of 
the Church are those obstinately and wilfully separated 
from it. Such a 'teaching would, of course, constitute a 
denial of any invincible ignorance of the Church on the 
part of non-Catholics. An interpretation of this sort 
would run counter to the very context of the document it 
set out to explain" ! Yet this fanciful teaching is 
necessarily and clearly implied in any attempt to 
persuade people that the Catholic dogma of the Church's 
necessity for salvation means only that persons who 
wilfully remain separated from the Church and from the 
Roman Pontiff cannot obtain eternal salvation. 

"The context of Quanto Conficiamur Moerore makes it 
even more evident that we cannot explain the dogma of 
the Church's necessity for salvation as meaning merely 
that the Church is necessary with the necessity of 
precept. The primary point brought out in this section 
of Quanto Conficiamur Moerore is the vigorous repud- 
iation by Pope Pius IX of the erroneous teaching 'that 
men living in errors and apart from the true Faith and 
from the Catholic unity can attain to eternal life.' 
Here the Sovereign Pontiff referred to all the people of 
this class. He did not restrict his statement to those 
who are wilfully or contumaciously dwelling and 
remaining apart from the Church and its teaching. It is 
only by doing manifest violence to the text of his 
encyclical that his statement could be interpreted as 
applying only to those who are wilfully separated from 
the faith and from Catholic unity. 

"By clear implication, though obviously not with 
the explicitness of Suprema Haec Sacra , the encyclical 
Quanto Conficiamur Moerore brings out the fact that the 
dogma of the Catholic Church's necessity for the 
attainment of eternal salvation means that the Church is 
necessary in two ways. First, it is necessary with the 
necessity of precept , since God Himself has commanded 
all men to dwell within this society. Then it is also 
necessary with the necessity of means , since it has been 
constituted by God Himself as a factor apart from which 
men will not and cannot obtain the Beatific Vision." 

Continued Explanation by Mqr. Fenton 

"The third and most difficult lesson of the 
encyclical Quanto Conficiamur Moerore on the subject of 
the Church's necessity for salvation is to be found in 
its teaching on the possibility of salvation for persons 
invincibly ignorant of the true religion. What the 
encyclical has to say on this point is contained in a 
single long and highly complicated sentence: 

M, It is known to Us and to you that those who 
labour in invincible ignorance of our most holy 
religion, and who, carefully observing the natural 
law and its precepts which God has inscribed in the 
hearts of all, and who, being ready to obey God, 



live an honest and upright life, can 




supreme goodness and kindness, never allow anyone 
who has not the guilt of wilful sin to be punished 
by eternal sufferings.' 

"This sentence is tremendously rich in theological 
implication. It can never be adequately understood 
other than against the background and in the context o f 
the Catholic theology of grace and of sin. Unfortunate- 
ly this sentence has sometimes been explained in a- 
inadequate manner. 

"In order to have an adequate and accurate analysis 
of this teaching, we must see clearly, first of all, 
what precise class of people Pope Pius IX refers to in 
this sentence. They are people who are described as 
carefully or diligently ('sedulo') obeying the natural 
law. They are prepared to obey God. They lead an 
honest and upright life. And they are invincibly 
ignorant of the true Catholic religion. 

"Now it is perfectly obvious that this description 
does not apply to all the individuals who are invincibly 
ignorant of the Catholic Church and of the Catholic 
Faith. Invincible ignorance is by no means a sacrament, 
communicating goodness of life to those who are 
afflicted with it. The fact that a man is invincibly 
ignorant of the true religion does not in any way 
guarantee that he will observe the natural law zealous- 
ly, that he will be ready to obey God, or that he will 
actually lead an upright life. 

"The invincibly ignorant people described by Pope 
Pius IX in the encyclical Quanto Conficiamur Moerore , 
however, have attained their spiritual position by co- 
operating with Divine grace. It must be clearly 
understood, of course, that people in the state of sin, 
people who are not co-operating with God's grace, can 
perform works that are rnaturally] good. Quanto 
Conficiamur Moerore , however, speaks of persons who are 
carefully or zealously observing the natural law and who 
are leading honest and upright lives. Such individuals 
are not turned away from God by sin. (...) 

"The pertinent passage of Quanto Conficiamur 
Moerore refers only to those persons invinclbl * J^ ™?* 
of the true Catholic religion who, at the same time, are 
diligently observing the natural law, » re e/« p *" d ve *° 
obey God" and are leading honest and «P/^ht 1 Uves ; 
Such individuals are obviously not merely avo J*ing so-, 
mortal sins and doing some good deeds R ath er the y ar 
continuing over a long period o : time to ob ey t 
precepts of the natural law and to avoid se flou 
against God. Otherwise it would not be correct y 

that they were leading honest and upright lives. 

"But whether, as seems most prob ? ble ; tje indi vid- 
uals referred to in this section ^ of the ency ^^ 

in the state of grace, or they are being mo e y nfc 

grace in the direction of Justification vt P^ ^ 

to note that Q.^nto Confirmmur Moerore 
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..w^.^h t-hP workinq of the Divine light and 
they '^ ^ n ete rnal Lite ' piously there is no hint 
grace , attaI " eter "*LiV are in a position to attain 
S;rm. t l h "uf." K?5l;ion r, oth n .r t'h.n ■within; the 
eternal. Lice ui .. is however, a definite 

^^liLn that they =an be 'saved even though they 
JSilS'uvTncmJ "nVr-nt of the true religion. 

-The -Divine light' to which the encyclical refers 

■Huv:w'."s:-i.'^Si , «a-iS.. , .vSi 

supernatural teaching that God has revealed. 

"The 'Grace' spoken of in the document is ultimate- 
ly sanctifying or justifying grace the qua! ity by 
which men are rendered connaturally able to act on the 
Divine level, and to live as adopted sons of God and as 
brothers of Jesus Christ. The man who possesses this 
quality has always, along with it, the full panoply of 
the supernatural or infused virtues and the gifts of the 
Holy Ghost. The supreme virtue in all of this super- 
natural organism is that of charity. No one is going to 
attain to the Beatific Vision unless he leaves this life 
in possession of sanctifying grace, charity, and the 
virtues of which charity is at once the crown and the 
bond of perfection. Actual graces tend to move a sinner 
toward the possession of sanctifying grace in the 
Church . 

"Now, that faith which is absolutely requisite for 
the attainment of eternal life is definitely not a mere 
willingness to believe. It is the actual acceptance, as 
perfectly true, of the supernatural message which God 
has revealed. Specifically, it is the acceptance of the 
message which God has revealed through Our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the teaching which theology designates as Divine 
public revelation." 

Suprema Haec Sacra 

In the course of Mgr. Fenton's masterly exegesis of 
Quanto Conficiamur he referred more than once to another 
Roman decree on the same subject: Suprema Haec Sacra . And it 
is to this that we must now turn, for it is the third and 
final decree of the Magisterium to which proponents of the 
Bourne-Davies heresy of salvation outside the Church appeal 
for support. It is a letter of the Holy Office published 
with the approval of Pope Pius XII as an official clarif- 
ication of certain aspects of the dogma that there is no 
salvation outside the Church, in response to the controversy 
sparked off by "Fr." Leonard Feeney and his St. Benedict 
Center in Cambridge, Massachusetts. "Fr." Feeney, it may be 
noted by way of background, had rightly deplored the liberal 
understandings of the requirements for salvation that were 
rapidly gaining ground on the Church notwithstanding the 
frequent protests of the sovereign pontiffs, but he and the 
other members of his Center had allowed themselves to be 
driven into a scarcely less heterodox position than that of 
their opponents by denying that desire (even implicit desire) 
for Baptism and membership of the Church can be sufficient 
for salvation when united with true supernatural faith, 
informed by Divine charity and, if necessary, accompanied by 



perfect contrition .* 3 °0 

This letter, Suprema Ha ec Sacra , being originally a 
private letter (dated r 8th August t 9 49) to the Archbishopo? 
Boston, was not promulgated in the ActaApostolicae Sedis 
but subsequently to its being is 3 ued its Latin text appeare d 
in the American Ecclesiastical Review for October 1952 The 
following translation of its doctrinal section is substant- 
ially Mgr. Fenton's but has been occasionally adapted to 
ensure close fidelity to the original and to change grammar 
and spelling from American to British usage: 

"...the Most Eminent and Most Reverend Cardinals of 
this Supreme Congregation, in a plenary session held or 
Wednesday, July 27 1949, decreed, and the August 
Pontiff in an audience on the following Thursday, July 
28, 1949, deigned to give his approval, that the 
following explanations pertinent to the doctrine, and 
also that invitations and exhortations relevant to 
discipline, be given. 

-We are bound by Divine and Catholic faith to 
believe all those things which are contained in the word 
of God, whether it be Scripture or Tradition, and which 
are proposed by the Church to be believed as Divinely 
revealed, not only by a solemn judgement but also 
through the ordinary and universal Magisterium. 

"Now among those things which the Church has always 
preached and will never cease to preach, there is 
contained that infallible statement by which we are 
taught that there is no salvation outside the Church. 

"However, this dogma must be understood in the 
sense in which the Church itself understands it. For 
Our Saviour gave the things that are contained in the 
deposit of faith to be explained by the ecclesiastical 
Magisterium and not by private judgements. 

"Now, in the first place, the Church teaches us 
that in this matter we are dealing with a most strict 
precept of Jesus Christ. For He explicitly ordered His 
Apostles to teach all nations to observe all things 
whatsoever He Himself had commanded. 

"Now, not the least important among the command- 
ments of Christ is that one by which we are commanded to 
be incorporated by Baptism into the Mystical Body of 
Christ, which is the Church, and to remain united to 
Christ and to His Vicar, through whom He Himself governs 
the Church on earth in a visible manner. 

"Therefore, no one shall be saved who *» ow * n 9 ^J 6 
Church to have been Divinely established by Christ, 
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nevertheless refuses to submit to the Church or 
withholds obedience from the Roman Pontiff, the Vicar of 
Christ on earth. 

"But it was not only by precept that the Saviour 
required all nations to enter the Church; He also 
appointed the Church to be a means of salvation, without 
which ('sine quo') no one can enter the kingdom of 
eternal glory. 

"In His infinite mercy God has willed that the 
effects, necessary for one to be saved, of those helps 
to salvation which are directed towards man's final end, 
not by intrinsic necessity, but only by Divine instit- 
ution, can also be obtained in certain circumstances 
when these helps are used only in wish or desire ('ubi 
voto solummodo vel desiderio adhibeantur ' ) . This we see 
clearly stated in the Sacred Council of Trent, both with 
reference to the sacrament of regeneration and with 
reference to the sacrament of penance. (Denzinger 797, 
807) 

"In its own way, the same thing must be said about 
the Church, insofar as the Church itself is a general 
help to salvation, because it is not always required in 
order that one may obtain eternal salvation that he be 
incorporated into the Church actually ('reapse') as a 
member: what is required is that he be united to it at 
least by intention and desire. 

"This desire, however, need not always be explicit, 
as it is in catechumens; but, when a person is hand- 
icapped by invincible ignorance, God accepts also an 
implicit desire ('votum') which is so called because it 
is included in that good disposition of soul whereby a 
person wishes his will to be conformed to the will of 
God. 

"These things are clearly taught in the dogmatic 
letter which was issued by the Sovereign Pontiff, Pope 
Pius XII, on June 29 1943, On the Mystical Body of 
Jesus Christ . ( Acta Apostolicae Sedis , vol. XXXV, 1943, 
pp.l93ff )**"' For in this letter the Sovereign Pontiff 
clearly distinguishes between those who are really 
('re') incorporated into the Church as members and those 
who belong to the Church only in desire ('voto'). 

"Discussing the members of whom the Mystical Body 
is composed here on earth, the same August Pontiff 
(loc. cit., p. 202) says: 'Only those who have received 
the laver of regeneration, who profess the true Faith, 
who have not miserably separated themselves from the 
fabric of the Body or been expelled by legitimate 
authority by reason of very serious offences, are to be 
counted as actually ( ' reapse ' ) members of the Church.' 

"Towards the end of the same encyclical letter, 
when most affectionately inviting to unity those who do 
not belong to the external structure of the Catholic 
Church ('qui ad Ecclesiae Catholicae compagem non 
pertinent' ), he mentions those who are 'ordered to the 
Redeemer's Mystical Body by a certain unconscious wish 



30 1 * The encyclical Mystici Corporis Christ!. 



and desire , ' and these he by no means PYni,,^«» * 
eternal salvation, though he doog assort ?£?► ?? S " 

in a condition in which 'they cannot be secure Ibou? 
their own eternal salvation. . .since they still lack so 
many and such great heavenly helps to salvation that can 
,e enjoyed only in the Catholic Church.' (loc eit 
,.243) liOC " Clt " 
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"With these wise words he reproves both those who 
exclude from eternal salvation all those united to the 
Church only by implicit desire and those who falsely 
assert that men can be saved equally ( 'aequali t«r • ) in 
every religion. (...) 

"Nor must we think that any kind of desire of 
entering the Church is sufficient in order that one may 
be saved. It is requisite that the desire by which one 
is ordered to the Church should be informed by perfect 
charity; and no implicit desire »302 can pr0( j uce its 
effect unless the man have supernatural faith: 'For he 
who comes to God must believe that God exists and is a 
rewarder of those who seek Him.' (Hebrews 11:6) The 
Council of Trent (session 6, chapter 8) declares: 'Faith 
is the beginning of man's salvation, the foundation and 
root of all justification, without which it is impos- 
sible to please God and attain to the fellowship of His 
children. ' " 

As it can be seen, Suprema Haec Sacra simply confirms 
explicitly what we had already inferred from Quanto Con- 
ficiamur Moerore . The principal points it makes are as 
follows : 



Principal Points Taught by Suprema Haec Sacra 

(i) The teaching that there is no salvation 
outside the Church is an infallible and immutable dogma. 

(ii) All men are Divinely commanded to join the 
Church, for which reason anyone who fails to join the 
Church though aware of this precept - or if unaware of 
it only through his own fault - will be damned for this 
neglect. 

(iii) But the necessity of membership of the Church 
for salvation is not merely one of precept , it is also 
one of means ; so that, even when invincible ignorance 
excuses TTolT moral fault in not entering the Church, 
nevertheless "no one" outside the Church can enter the 



302* By a typographical error the t ransl ^ 10 ° ^ 
appears in Mgr. Fenton's work (p. 102) has "explicit - instead 
of "implicit" here. With the correct word, im P llclt ' tn J 
point being made is that not only those whose ™£**£ n is 
explicit mSst have faith, but also those * hos v * J^ention is 
implicit . But the error in Mgr. Anton's work would suggest 
thSt supernatural faith is not necessary for solvation > where 
the intention is not explicit which would be a ^ retlca ^ 
proposition as it is Divinely revealed that no « " n 6 
saved without faith. It is theref ore of the M ^ 
importance that owners of Mgr. ^en on 9 «orlc shou ^ 

necessary correction. Those who do not yet na v 

the work can obtain it from Britons Catholic Library at 
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kingdom of eternal glory." Mgr. Fenton explains: 

"A thing is said to be necessary for salvation 

with the necessity of precept * 303 when it has been 

way that, if a person disobeys 




(iv) Certain requirements for salvation are 
necessary "by intrinsic necessity," but others "only by 
Divine institution," and in the latter case their 
effects "can also be obtained in certain circumstances 
when these helps are used only in intention or desire." 
(Thus, for instance, Divine charity is necessary for 
salvation by intrinsic necessity, so that in no circum- 
stance, no matter how exceptional, could God bestow the 
Beatific Vision on one who did not love Him. But 
sacramental absolution of a baptized person who has 
committed grave sin is necessary, not by intrinsic 
necessity, but only by Divine institution; and thus to 
an individual, who, because of exceptional circum- 
stances, is unable to receive this sacrament, but 
earnestly desires to do so, there may nevertheless be 
granted the exceptional grace of perfect contrition by 
which the effects of the sacrament of Penance could be 
obtained by an extraordinary means.) 

(v) The Church, as we have seen, is necessary for 
salvation in two distinct ways; by necessity of means 
and of precept . To be within her fold is absolutely and 
intrinsically necessary as a means of salvation, for 
which reason there can be no exception whatsoever to the 
dogma reiterated by Suprema Haec Sacra that "there is no 
salvation outside the Church." 

(vi) But the formalities of membership of the 

303 * In Britons Catholic Library Letter No . 3 vol.1, 
page 65 we explained this distinction as follows: 

"Certain of our Christian duties are termed 
necessary as means of our salvation, while others are 
necessary by precept . Examples of each will help to 
clarify the distinction. 

"When a teacher tells a schoolboy that he will 
receive a prize if he has no mistakes in his homework, 
in order to receive the prize, top marks are necessary 
by precept . If, however, the schoolboy manages nine out 
of ten and has clearly done his best, the teacher may 
award him the prize nevertheless. 

"By contrast, if the pilot of an aircraft which is 
about to crash tells a passenger to put on a parachute 
to avoid falling to his death, the parachute is 
necessary as a means of avoiding death. No matter how 
vigorously the passenger searches, he cannot survive 
unless he succeeds in finding the parachute." 
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Church, by which a person i 3 juridically recognized as a 
member by ecclesiastical authority and becomes entitled 
to the advantages offered by the Church to her members, 
are not intrinsically necessary. "Therefore, in order 
that one may obtain eternal salvation, it is not always 
required that he be incorporated into the Church 
actually ('reapse') as a member, but it is required that 
at least he be united to it by intention and desire." 

(vii) Catechumens possess such an intention or 
desire explicitly. (However, their salvation in the 
event that they die before formal affiliation to the 
Church is, to say the least, far from assured, as it 
will depend on a number of other conditions - some of 
which will be touched on shortly - which will be very 
difficult to fulfil for anyone who has no access to the 
sacraments which are "the principal [ 'praecipua* ] means 
of sanctif ication and salvation [Canon 731]"). But from 
those who are "handicapped by invincible ignorance, God 
also accepts an implicit desire ('votum'), which is so 
called because it is included in that good disposition 
of the soul whereby a person wishes his will to be 
conformed to the will of God." 

(viii) But of course this implicit desire for 
membership of the Church does not substitute for those 
other things which are necessary for salvation by 
necessity of means - such as Divine and Catholic faith, 
hope and charity. Hence those who are "ordered to the 
Redeemer's Mystical Body by a sort of unconscious desire 
and intuition, .. .are in a condition in which they cannot 
be secure about their own eternal salvation." 

(ix) In addition to an intention, at least 
implicit, of joining the Church, other conditions are 
essential for salvation: "It is requisite that the 
intention by which one is ordered to the Church should 
be informed by perfect charity; and no implicit 
intention can produce its effect unless the man have 
supernatural faith;" and supernatural faith, as we have 
learned from St. Thomas, must be explicit with regard to 
such doctrines as the Trinity of God and the Incar- 
nation of God the Son. 



It is evident from the text and from this summary that 
« «ne reading fiu prema Haec Sacra intelligently, with a 
orrect understanding of what is meant by terms such i as 
faith" and "charity", and with the intention of learning 
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would fall into the category of tnose church but are 
formally admitted to membership or t ^ a desire , 

nonetheless eligible for 9alvatlon °; led wit h supernatural 
explicit or implicit, to enter her, coup recent ly obtained 
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the gift of supernatural faith and, aic * never theless 

yet made their formal submission to the 



firmly intend to do so shortly, such as catechumens who die 
before they are baptized or received, are an obvious example. 
Provided that they have true supernatural charity and, where 
needful, perfect contrition - neither of which, it should be 
remembered, is at all easy to elicit in the absence of the 
sacraments - and provided that they retain their desire of 
joining the Church, and the virtues of faith, hope and 
charity, until their dying breath, they will be saved. 

But what of those who are united to the Church only by 
an implicit desire and intention because they are "invincibly 
ignorant of our most holy religion"? Evidently not included 
in this category are those who do not believe in the Blessed 
Trinity and in the Incarnation of Our Lord Jesus Christ or 
who hold religious tenets incompatible with those doctrines; 
for "without faith it is impossible to please God." Hence, 
of those to whom the Christian Gospel has never been preached 
it is evident that only those could be in the way of 
salvation who have in some extraordinary way been enlightened 
at least as to the central doctrines of Christianity. Divine 
Providence could make such an enlightenment available through 
human agency; witness the following account from chapter 8 of 
the Acts of the Apostles: 

"Now an angel of the Lord spoke to Philip, saying: 
Arise, go towards the south, to the way that goeth down 
from Jerusalem into Gaza: this is desert. And rising 
up, he [Philip] went. And behold a man of Ethiopia, an 
eunuch, of great authority under Candace the queen of 
the Ethiopians, who had charge over all her treasures, 
had come to Jerusalem to adore. And he was returning, 
sitting in his chariot, and reading l9aias the prophet. 
And the Spirit said to Philip: Go near, and join thyself 
to this chariot. And Philip, running thither, heard him 
reading the prophet Isaias. And he said: Thinkest thou 
that thou understandest what thou readest? Who said: 
And how can I, unless some man shew me? And he desired 
Philip that he would come up and sit with him." 

But it could also occur through angelic agency, for St. 
Thomas assures us that "many Gentiles obtained salvation 
through the ministry of angels, as Dionysius says." ( Summa 
Theologiae , II, II, Q.2, A. 7; Celestial Hierarchies , 9) 

And finally, no less certainly, it could occur, as Pope 
Pius IX put it in Quanto Conficiamur , "by the operation of 
Divine light and grace," or, in St. Thomas's words, "by an 
internal inspiration." ( De Veritate 14:11) 

For those, however, who call themselves Christians, but 
are innocently unaware that the Catholic Church is true, the 
situation is rather more complicated. We do not deny that 
there may exist baptized persons who have been raised in some 
heretical or schismatic sect and to whom it has never 
occurred that their sect is not the authentic form of 
Christianity, though, with Fr. Lacroix, we should think that, 
in societies in which the Catholic Church and its claims are 
well known, such individuals could be found only among the 
very young or the very simple. But a problem arises when we 
consider how such individuals could make an act of super- 
natural faith; for, as we have already explained at length, 
even if a Protestant assents in an orthodox sense to all the 
principal dogmas of the Christian creed, he remains as far 
from having supernatural faith as is a Hindu, because his 
assent can be only the assent of opinion . The main reason 
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for this, it will be recalled, is that supernatural faith 
presupposes objective certainty, obtained by natural means 
that God has indeed made a revelation, and knowTedgTSf where 
that revelation is to be found. And Protestants, generally 
speaking, do not truly know that God has made a revelation to 
man which isTin part) contained in Holy Scripture- and 
indeed they are no more able to give a coherent account of 
why_ they believe Holy Scripture to contain Divine revelation 
than can a Mahometan in respect of the Koran, for they are 
unable to say with St. Augustine, "I would not believe the 
Gospel unless moved thereto by the authority of the Church " 
( Contra Epistulam Manichaei Quam Vocant Fundamenti . n.6) if 
they were to follow their consciences so assiduously as to be 
found worthy of special enlightenment from God to enable them 
to make an act of supernatural faith, then they could not 
fail to recognize that the faith they thus received was not 
made available through their sect, and they would thus cease 
to be Protestants. Hence, despite the fact that Protestants 
invincibly ignorant of the true religion no doubt can and do 
exist, we cannot see any escape from the conclusion that none 
of them is possessed of true supernatural faith and that none 
of them, therefore, is in the way of salvation, all of them 
having been guilty of crimes making them unworthy of such 
supernatural enlightenment as that envisaged by St. Thomas 
Aquinas and Pope Pius IX. 

But on the other hand we do not think it at all 
inconceivable that there may be individuals among the 
schismatic Eastern "churches" who have true supernatural 
faith, the grounds upon which we base this distinction being 
that the testimony of the immemorial tradition preserved in 
their sects provides perfectly trustworthy evidence of the 
fact, and some of the contents, of Divine revelation. Once 
again, however, it would be necessary for the salvation of 
such individuals that they be invincibly ignorant of the 
truth of the Catholic Church. And this would hardly be 
possible among those who have been exposed to the Church and 
the claims she makes. Nor, for that matter, could such 
invincible ignorance very easily be claimed for any Eastern 
schismatic with a modicum of historical education. For, if 
he were historically educated, he could not fail to be aware 
that his ancestors were in submission to the See of Rome for 
over eight centuries prior to the schism of Photius in the 
year 863, and again from 869 until the schism of Michael 
Cerularius in 1054, and a third time, for six years, 
beginning in 1274 at the Second Council of Lyons when the 
Eastern Church acknowledged the primacy of the pope and the 
procession of the Holy Ghost from the Son - a record I of 
instability hardly compatible with his sect's being the true 
Church I 




The Soul of the Church 

Finally, before closing our theological exposition of 
the doctrine that there is no salvation outside the Church, 
we ought to refer to one other false doctrine on the same 
topic. Because this error is not mentioned by either Davies 
or Bourne, we have not touched on it so far; but as it is so 
commonly encountered, we should hardly have done justice to 
our subject if we did not mention it, and the few paragraphs 
we shall devote to it will have the useful effect of enabling 
this chapter to stand alone as a defence of the true doctrine 
and refutation of the false doctrines concerning salvation 
and the Church, rather than being no more than a refutation 
if the errors of one particular author. 

The error to which we are referring is that of those who 
volunteer to explain away the necessity of belonging to the 
Church to be saved by making a distinction between the body 
and the soul of the Church. In addition to her body, i.e. 
her external structure, they explain, the Church has a soul 
which includes all the just, whatever their beliefs; and the 
dogma that there is no salvation outside the Church means 
simply that to be saved one must be a member of the Church's 
soul , though not necessarily of her body . 

The fact that such an explanation lapses into heresy by 
its implication that justification, and therefore salvation, 
is possible irrespective of one's religious beliefs will be 
evident from what we have already said on this topic; but it 
implies other errors no less grave also: namely, that the 
dogma "no salvation outside the Church" does not refer to the 
visible "body" of the Church, as it undoubtedly does, and 
that membership in the Church's soul is somehow an alter- 
native to membershio in her body, whereas, on the contrary, 
it is entirely impossible unless one is also a member of her 
body. 

The distinction according to which those who are united 
to the external structure of the Church are referred to as 
being within her body and those who are in the state of grace 
are said to be within her soul is a perfectly sound one, for 
it is indeed sanctifying grace that "animates" the Mystical 
Body of Christ and differentiates those Catholics who are on 
the path to salvation from those who are dead members, living 
in the state of mortal sin. Moreover, it is even permissible 
to say of a pious catechumen, for instance, who is in the 
state of grace but not yet baptized, that he is in the soul 
of the Church without being actually within her body. For 
such an individual would, as we have seen, be a member of the 
external Church "in voto" - by desire - but not actually ; 
whereas he would belong to the soul of the Church, i.e. would 
possess the life of sanctifying grace, as "actually" as would 
the pope himself if the pope were in a state of grace. 

But what cannot be too much emphasized is that this 
membership of the soul of the Church cannot be an alternative 
to membership of the body; for the dogma that there is no 
salvation outside the Church refers to the visible communion 
of the faithful, i.e. the body, not to some invisible 
communion. Indeed Dr. Orestes Brownson went so far as to 
rephrase the dogma as follows: "outside the [visible] Church 
there is no salvation." Nor did he fail to provide an 
adequate jusification for his insertion of the word "vis- 
ible" : 
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"We add the word exterior or visible to distinguish 
the Church out of which there is KoliTvation from the 
invisible Church contended for by Protestants, and which 
no Catholic does or can admit. Without it, the doqma of 
faith contains no meaning. Unquestionably, as Our Lord 
in His humanity had two parts, His body and His soul so 
may we regard the Church, His Spouse, as havinq'two 
parts, the one exterior and visible, the other interior 
and invisible, or visible only by the exterior, as the 
soul of man is visible by his face; but to contend that 
the two parts are separable, or that the interior exists 
disconnected from the exterior and is sufficient 
independently of it, is to assert, in so many words, the 
prevailing doctrine of Protestants, and, so far as 
relates to the indispensable conditions of salvation, to 
yield to them, at least in their understanding, the 
whole question. In the present state of controversy 
with Protestants, we cannot save the integrity of the 
Faith, unless we add the epithet 'visible', or 'exter- 
nal'. But it is not true that by so doing we add to the 
dogma of faith. The sense of the epithet is necessarily 
contained in the simple word 'Church' itself, and the 
only necessity there is of adding it at all is in the 
fact that heretics have mutilated the meaning of the 
word 'Church', so that to them it no longer has its full 
and proper meaning. Whenever the word 'Church' is used 
generally, without any specific qualification, expressed 
or necessarily implied, it means, by its own force, the 
visible as well as the invisible Church, the Body no 
less than the Soul; for the Body, the visible or 
external communion, is not a mere accident, but is 
essential to the Church. The Church, by her very 
definition, is the congregation of men called by God 
through the evangelical doctrine, and professing the 
true Christian faith under their infallible Pastor and 
Head - the Pope." 

Those who are eligible for salvation though not formally 
united to the Church, and even, conceivably, invincibly 
ignorant of her, must nevertheless belong to her visible body 
at least by desire - "in voto" - for outside that body no 
salvation is possible. Thus it is that St. Augustine, in his 
Sermon 267 (4:4), writes as follows: 

"That which the soul is to the human body, the Holy 
Ghost is to the Body of Christ which is the Church; the 
Holy Ghost does in the entire Church what the soul does 
in all the members of one body. But mark well: here are 
grounds for wariness, for careful consideration^ n for 
fear. It chances that from the human body, *° me ^ 
hand, finger or foot is cut off. Does the soul follow 
that which has been severed? While it was attached to 
the body, it was alive; having been cut .off, j£ £ 
Likewise, too, a Christian man is a Catholic £ 
lives within the body; should he b * ^^ follow the 
he becomes a heretic; the Spirit does not ia 

limb that has been amputated. (Migne. 

Latina, torn. 38, n.1231) 

L j .«^ «oul of the Church 
The error concerning the body »™ J in S t. Robert 

arose from a careless misreading or a * Robe rt's words by 
Bellarmine; and interpretations or » . ^ eightee nth 
various theologians of the 9 « ve **!J er and further from 
centuries gradually departed tU u , sc ale heresies of the 
orthodoxy, thus giving rise to the 



nineteenth and twentieth centuries reproved by the popes in 
the passages we have quoted. A very full account of how this 
misunderstanding of an orthodox statement turned into a full- 
scale heresy which the popes had to condemn repeatedly is to 
be found in part 2, chapter 3, of Mgr. Fenton's The Catholic 
Church and Salvation , to which interested readers are 
referred. For the time being, however, readers must content 
themselves with the following short summary from pages 126-7 
of the same work: 

"By all means the most important and the most 
widely employed of all the inadequate explanations of 
the Church's necessity for salvation was the one that 
centred around a distinction between the 'body* and the 
•soul 1 of the Catholic Church. The individual who tried 
to explain the dogma in this fashion generally desig- 
nated" the visible Church itself as the 'body' of the 
Church, and applied the term 'soul of the Church' either 
to grace and the supernatural virtues or to some fancied 
'invisible Church'. Prior to the appearance of the 
encyclical Mystici Corporis, there were several books 
and articles claiming that, while the 'soul' of the 
Church was in some way not separated from the 'body', it 
was actually more extensive than this body. 1 

"Explanations of the Church's necessity drawn up in 
terms of this distinction were at best inadequate and 
confusing and all too frequently infected with serious 
error. When the expression 'soul of the Church' was 
applied to sanctifying grace and the organism of 
supernatural virtues that accompany it, the explanation 
was confusing in that it stressed the fact that a man 
must be in the state of grace, and that he must have 
faith and charity, if he is to attain to eternal 
salvation; but it tended to obscure the truth that a man 
must in some manner be 'within' the true and visible 
Catholic Church at the moment of his death if he is ever 
to reach the Beatific Vision. 

"When, on the other hand, some imaginary 'invisible 
Church 1 , some assembly of all the good people in the 
world, was designated as the 'soul of the Church', these 
explanations lapsed into doctrinal inaccuracy. The 
great paramount mystery of the Church is to be found in 
the fact that the visible and organized religious 
society over which the bishop of Rome presides as the 
Vicar of Christ and the Successor of St. Peter is the 
true and only ' ecclesia ' of the New Testament. This 
society, and this alone, is the true kingdom of God on 
earth, the Mystical Body of Jesus Christ. It holds 
within its membership both good men and bad. It 
includes those who are truly appreciative of their 
membership and those who are not. Nevertheless, in the 
mysterious and merciful designs of God's providence, 
this community and no other is the social entity within 
which men are to find salvific contact with God in 
Christ." 



Davies's Doctrines Shown to be Heretical 

We are now ready to return to the four propositions 
extracted from the writings of Mr. Michael Davies on this 
topic which we listed on pages 387-8 and which we there 



alleged to be heretical. 

The first was that the dogma that ther« • 
outside the Church is not universally aonii Jm n °u 3alvation 
salvation only to those who are outside thS™ u fc denies 
their own fault. We have seen, on the contrarv f?,?^ 
Church teaches the dogma to be universally an'mf 1 m the 
(b) that invincible ignorance, though excusinTfrn™ •' ^ 
regard to the specific matter of which on P il 3ln ln 

ignorant, is not a substitute for complying \ h l r clbl ' 
ditions absolutely necessary for salvation such a m lv? C V 
- at least by desire - of the Catholic ChSrch mem °e"hip 

The second was that Catholic faith - i. e belief in ^ 
Christian revelation, founded on natural recoqnition of I hi 
fact that God has made this revelation, anHxplicit as to 
the doctrines, for instance, of the Trinity of the Godhead 
and the Incarnation of God the Son - is not always ' necessa™ 
for salvation. And we have seen that this view is directly 
opposed to the dogmatic teaching of the Council of Trent. 

The third was that the only conditions necessary to 
ensure that one who is not externally united to the Church be 
united to her "by desire" are invincible ignorance of the 
true Church and the "sincere desire to please God." This we 
have seen to be contrary to Quanto Conficiamur and to Suprema 
Haec Sacra , each of which refers to several other no less 
necessary requisites, such as, for instance, Catholic faith. 

Finally, the fourth proposition was that those who are 
invincibly ignorant of the Catholic Church will be judged 
purely on their obedience to their own consciences and, if 
they have obeyed them carefully, will be saved, with no 
question of any further duties to be fulfilled. This 
doctrine is perfectly correct in its application to those who 
are invincibly ignorant of the Catholic Chuch and fail to 
observe the natural law as identified by their consciences, 
for it clearly implies the sound doctrine that those in 
question will be sent to Hell, in accordance with St. Paul's 
assurance that "whosoever have sinned without the law shall 
perish without the law." (Romans 2:12) But it most certainly 
is not true of those to whom the "law" (of Christian 
revelation) has not been made known but who have not sinned, 
that the only basis of their eternal destiny will be their 
obedience to their consciences. This would be tantamount to 
saying that, for those who are invincibly ignorant of Divine 
revelation, obedience to the natural law alone can suffice 
for salvation - a horrific "doctrine of devils" (1 J im ° thv 
4:1) defiantly opposed to the Catholic doctrine that without 
faith it is impossible to please God" (Hebrews 11:6) and that 
"there is no other name under Heaven [than 'the name of Our 
Lord Jesus Christ of Nazareth'] given to men whereby «e must 
be saved" (Acts 4:12), as St. Peter taught the P" n «s ot 
the people and ancients ... and .. .all the people °* Isra *J 
(Acts 418,10) and as St. Thomas, the Council of *"£ * n * ^ 
Holy Office (Sn prema Haec Sacra ) have each reiterated 
their day. 

a Thus we have vindicated o^ «sertion^^avies's 

doctrine concerning the possibility °j " lv * "„ thoae of his 
Church, whether expressed in his own " otd *? r ™™* tt is so 
chosen mentors, is quadruply ^^^^^ing ol^e Church 
far from being in conformity with the ^fj 11 "^^ t0 quote 
repeatedly insisted on by popes and ^"J^' indee d, could 
once more the words of Pope Pius IX, nocniny., 
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be more opposed to Catholic doctrine." (Quanto Conficiamur 
Moerore ) 

Doctrinal Evolution 

One of the points we have specifically made and shown to 
be true in the preceding pages is that the teaching of the 
Maqisterium on the subject of the requirements for salvation 
has been completely consistent throughout the centuries, as 
of course any orthodox Catholic would know that it must have 
been But, as we have shown by copious evidence, both in 
this 'section and throughout this Dossier , Davies is neither 
orthodox nor a Catholic, and he has therefore seen, it will 
be recalled, no difficulty in admitting that the doctrine 
held by the Catholic Church on this subject in the past is 
quite different from what he maintains Catholics are entitled 
to believe about it today. Nonetheless, Davies does claim to 
be a Catholic and cannot therefore openly admit that he does 
not believe what the Church has in the past defined to be a 
dogma of faith, without explaining how it may no longer be 
obligatory today to believe what all Catholics were formerly 
bound to hold. 

For his explanation he relies upon the assertion that 
dogmas can evolve or develop, and that this development of 
dogmas has taken place especially in relation to the dogma 
"extra Ecclesiam nulla salus" - a theory almost invariably 
maintained by those who obstinately wish to dismiss as 
outdated the teaching of the Church that she is the exclusive 
ark of salvation. 

In his written works, admittedly, he does not specific- 
ally address this question, as he never mentions the fact 
that his doctrine of salvation outside the Church is anything 
other than what has always been taught in the Catholic 
Church. But he did make it clear in the telephone conver- 
sation with J.S.D. which we started this chapter by recon- 
structing that, when pressed, this is the explanation on 
which he relies to salve his conscience; and he has frequent- 
ly made it clear when writing of subjects other than that of 
the requirements for salvation that he subscribes to the 
theory according to which dogmas can "develop" or "evolve". 

Now there is^ a sense in which this is so - in fact more 
than one sense - as we shall show when we come to analyse 
the orthodox doctrine on the subject, so it will be necessary 
to weigh carefully Davies's statement of his position so that 
we can assess to what extent it is orthodox. This task is 
made easier to the extent that Davies unmistakably associates 
himself with the position of Cardinal Newman expressed in his 
famous Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine ;* 304 
but to ensure that we do Davies justice, we shall begin by 
quoting exactly what he says on the subject, whether it be 
original or borrowed: 

(i) "Sufficient has already been written in this 
book to indicate that the equation 'older equals 
better' is facile. It does not follow that what is 
older expresses the Catholic Faith more clearly. In 

304 * A work written while Newman was still an Anglican 
and which has never received the faintest approval from the 
Church . 
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fact, the contrary is usually true as an^n- * .,. 
with Newman's Development of Christian n Jamiliar 
aware. As the c enturies passed the T^H^KTTk^ 
were expressed more and more clearly ww k % 
been implicit was made explicit and what was a r°aTv 
explicit was expressed with greater accuracy " p 
Paul's New Mass , pp. 345-6). curacy... (Pop^ 




(iii) "He [Newman] insists that a true development 
must be conservative of what has gone before it and that 
•a developed doctrine which reverses the course of 
development which has preceded it is no true development 
but a corruption. '" ( Pope Paul's New Mass . p. 256) 

(iv) "By the Deposit of Faith we mean the 'stock' 
or 'treasure' of faith entrusted to the Church which she 
must faithfully preserve and infallibly expound. This 
original deposit is subject to development as the 
centuries progress, but always under the guidance of the 
Magisterium, and it [sic* 305 ] must always remain 
consistent with the previous stage of development. Thus 
the doctrine of the Trinity as defined by the councils 
of Nicea (325) and Chalcedon (451) cannot be found 
spelled out so exactly in the New Testament, but the 
doctrine of those Councils is compatible with the New 
Testament, and a legitimate development of its teach- 
ing."* 306 ( Partisans of Error , p. 19) 

(v) "Newman shows clearly that there can never be 
any possibility of contradiction during the course of 
true development. Each stage is potentially contained 
in its preceding stage all the way back to the begin- 
ning." (Op. cit., p. 54) 

(vi) "Newman listed several requirements for a 
true development. ['Criteria by which permissible 
development may be discerned' would be a clearer way of 



3 °5* Grammatically this pronoun ought to stand for this 
original deposit", which is the subject of the main verb but 
it is evident that Davies intends it to refer to the nej 
developed doctrine and has casually tossed h /,\^ t pr b u n t OU w n h i C S 
represent a noun which nowhere appears in his texc 
he hopes his readers will nonetheless comprenena. 

3 °6* as there is a seductive e" ^"^^^^^; 
reasoning here which is not directly concerned witr^ ^^ 
development and will therefore not be retucea y^ ^.^ . fc 
we shall shortly be making on this cop ^ ^ inference 
necessary to draw attention to it here - t - spe iled out so 

that, because the Trinitarian doct ^ ine " bv the Councils of 
exactly in the New Testament" as it was i centU ries, the 
Nlcea and Chalcedon in the fourth and " ctn expressed the 
Christians of those centuries must n» chri3t ians of 

doctrine more exactly than it "*****£ Testament is not, and 
the first century. However, as the New atic theology, 

does not purport to be, a compendium of aog 
this inference is entirely gratuitous. 
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nnttina it Davies lists them in a footnote:] These are 
unity of type, continuity of principle, power of 
assimilation, logical sequence, anticipation of its 
future, conservation of its past, and, finally, chronic 
vigour." (Op. cit., p. 55) 

We have three principal observations to make on Davies's 
doctrine of development as expounded by himself and his 
chosen authors. The first is that it is unacceptably woolly 
and obscure. The second is that it is evidently inadequate 
to reconcile his beliefs on the necessity of membership of 
the Church for salvation with the declarations of the 
Magisterium on the same subject. And the third is that it 
is, in its obvious sense, heretical. 

On the subject of the woolliness and obscurity of what 
Davies says, we suppose that few readers will disagree with 
us, particularly if they consider exactly what "developments" 
would be classified by Davies as legitimate. 

For instance, he tells us that "a new formulation" must 
be "faithful to the idea from which it started." This clause 
has a convincing ring about it, does it not? But what does 
it mean ? If we look at some decree of an oecumenical 
council , who is to say which parts of it constitute the 
original "idea"? And who is to say to what extent it is 
possible to add to, diminish or alter that "idea" while 
remaining "faithful" to it? For instance, could the original 
"idea" - as Davies puts it - of charity towards one's 
neighbour be a starting point from which State Socialism 
could emerge as "a new formulation"? 

Again, we are told that "a true development must be 
conservative of what has gone before it." But the word 
"conservative" is not a helpful one. The extraordinary 
breadth of meaning which it bears is emphasized by the truly 
remarkable activities of political parties which call 
themselves conservative. In relation to doctrine we might 
ask whether it is possible for a development to be considered 
"conservative" where it is only slightly different from what 
has previously been believed: for instance, might it be that 
the Protestant Eucharistic doctrine of "trans-signif- 
ication"* 307 is to be rejected, but that the modernistic 
"Catholic" doctrine of "trans-f inalization"* 308 is suf- 
ficiently "conservative" of the old-fashioned doctrine of 
transubstantiation to be acceptable? 

The same applies to the assurance that "it (presumably 
the new, developed doctrine] must always remain consistent 
with the previous stage of development." Could it, for 
instance, be reasonably claimed that the discovery of a 
fourth Divine person in the Godhead is "consistent" with the 
old doctrine of the Trinity, on the grounds that it does not 
deny the presence of three persons, but simply adds another? 
Surely no one could deny that a developed doctrine would 

307* Trans-signification is the doctrine according to 
which the Eucharistic species merely represent the Body and 
Blood of Our Lord. 

308* Trans-f inalization is the doctrine according to 
which the Eucharistic species become the Body and Blood of 
Our Lord, but only at the moment when they are sacramentally 
received, and only from the perspective of the communicant. 



433 

always remain consistent ' 
d 



-always remain consistent with the previous atll „. * 
development" if its development consisted onil?° f 
addition of detail to an already e8tablishirdoct rl „S. ° f the 

More interesting still is Newman's assertion „„««- a ■ 
extract (ill), that doctrinal development must ^wa'y be In 
one direction. This indeed would allow "progress" in\hp 
apparently uncompromising doctrine of "no salvation n,,?«T2 
the Church" Such progress would start of course bv 

turning "no salvation outside the Church" into "just a li'tM* 
salvation outside the Church" - a step which 'alas ."^ 
otherwise sound authors - though never popes saints nl 
fully approved theologians - had already taken long ago 
From there it would become " plentiful salvation outside the 
Church" - the position which Davies has made it clear thai- 
he, in company with Cardinal Bourne, certainly believes in 
And after that, why could it not become perfectly possible 
one day for Catholic belief to be that there is universal 
salvation outside the Church, *309 and even thafc th ere ig n0 
salvation inside the Church? What is certain is that such~a" 
"development" would not be liable to the charge of chanqinq 
direction! 

Enough on that subject. We turn to our second point, 
namely, that insofar as its meaning i_s clear, Davies's 
doctrine cannot possibly explain his new "interpretation" of 
"no salvation outside the Church". And here, mercifully, we 
can be brief; for the problem is the simple one of a direct 
contradiction between two mutually exclusive propositions, 
and we have already shown in considerable detail that this 
contradiction exists. 

The Church, as we have seen, has infallibly defined that 
there is no salvation whatsoever for those outside her fold, 
but Davies and many, many others, as we have also seen, hold 
that there i_s salvation outside the Church. Both simply 
cannot be true. And whereas a theory of doctrinal evolution 
as unrestricted as Darwinian biological evolution could 
certainly allow any one given doctrine to evolve into some 
other, completely different one, it is quite clear that, in 
theory at least, Davies does not countenance this. Whatever 
he means by the assertions that the new doctrine must be 
"compatible" and "consistent" with the old, he clearly 
intends them to exclude direct contradictions from the realm 
of authentic developments - or else they exclude nothing at 
all, which we must assume not to be intended. But on the 
other hand, if Davies and those who think as he does (if 
"think- is the appropriate word to denote such careless and 
inaccurate use of their minds) are to restrict their theory 



309 * This is a position which media-idol Mother Teresa 
of Calcutta already seems well on her way to accepting: we 
become a better Hindu, a better Muslim, a b *"« r C^-com 
better whatever we are, and then by being be e we bee 
closer and closer to Him... What approach would II *se ^ 

me, naturally it would be a Catholic one, for you, r 

Hindu, for someone else, Buddhist, according to one^ 



any other belief..." Such was the P roCes9 h 10 r De smond Doig; 
this subject which she made to her biographer ^^ 
8 «e p. 136 of his Mother Teresa, He_r_ P£££^-^— 
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of doctrinal development to a form in which such wholesale 
reconstructions of Catholic theology as might please Hans 
Kueng or Edward Schillebeeckx are excluded, their theory will 
by the same token be inadequate to explain how the erstwhile 
dogma that there is no salvation outside the Church allows 
Catholics of the twentieth century to believe in the 
salvation of Hindu women who commit suicide. The obvious 
reason for this is that any theory of development ^which 
allowed "extra Ecclesiam nulla salus" to become extra 
Ecclesiam copiosa salus" (plentiful salvation outside the 
Church), which is what Davies maintains to be sound doct- 
rine, would clearly open the floodgates to literally 
unlimited "re-interpretations" of all other dogmas, and would 
certainly make it impossible to reject an^ heresy as 
absolutely inconsistent with Divine revelation; for it would 
turn Divine revelation from a complex of revealed propos- 
itions to be faithfully handed down in the Church, into a 
protean mass of "theology" constantly writhing into new forms 
and never remaining the same long enough for its contradict- 
ories to be identified, let alone condemned. 

Hence we may dismiss Davies's hypothesis of doctrinal 
development as a wholly inadequate and unsuccessful attempt 
to justify his belief (much more "charitable" than that of 
Holy Mother Church) that unbelievers are eligible for 
salvation. 

Doctrinal Development Condemned by the Church 

What now remains to be proved is our assertion that 
Davies's theory of doctrinal development is not only useless 
for his purposes, but is actually heretical. To accomplish 
this, let us once more allow the Magisterium to speak: 

(i) The following is an extract from a letter 
( Quantum Presbyterorum ) , dated 9th January 476, sent by 
the then pope, St. Simplicius, to Acacius the bishop of 
Constantinople, instructing the bishop to oppose the 
summoning of a council on the grounds that the council 
in question was intended to teach new doctrine whereas 
the Church already possessed all true doctrine in its 
entirety and used councils only for the condemnation of 
new heresies or the clarification of ambiguities. We 
shall hardly need to draw to the attention of our 
readers the applicability of these words to Vatican II, 
for it is widely known that this council was the first 
in the history of the Church to be summoned when there 
was no pressing need to condemn new heresies or clarify 
ambiguities, and to have for its motive instead the very 
"updating" of Catholic discipline and doctrine which 
Pope St. Simplicius condemns; but the main point of this 
extract for our present purposes is the holy pontiff's 
explanation of the sufficiency of doctrine as it already 
existed, without possibility of legitimate alteration: 

"...as the doctrine of our predecessors of 
holy memory is available, against which it is 
unlawful to dispute, anyone who wishes to know the 
truth requires no new pronouncements from which to 
learn, for all these things are clear and complete 
[ 'plana atque perfecta'] by which it is possible to 
instruct one who has been deceived by heretics or 
to ground one who is to be planted in the vineyard 
of the Lord; so, beseeching the trust of the most 



clement prince, have him reject the call to 
assemble a synod... I beseech you dearest brother, 
to resist the perverse attempts to call a council 
by every means available, as a council is never 
proclaimed except when there has come to light some 
novelty of perverse meaning or an ambiguity in the 
assertion of dogmas..." (Denzinger 159. Emphasis 
added) 

(ii) The following is the teaching of the 1870 
Vatican Council: 

"For the doctrine of faith which God has 
revealed is not proposed, like a philosophical 
discovery, for perfection [or 'completion'] by 
human intelligence, but as a Divine deposit 
entrusted by Christ to His Bride, to be faithfully 
preserved and infallibly declared. Hence also that 
same meaning of the sacred dogmas is ever to be 
retained which Holy Mother Church has once 
declared, nor is that sense ever to be departed 
from on the pretext of some higher understanding . " 
(Denzinger 1800. Emphasis added) 

(iii) The following canon of the same council 
reinforces this point: 

"If anyone say that it is possible for dogmas 
proposed by the Church sometimes to receive a new 
meaning [or 'understanding'] in accordance with the 
advancement of knowledge, different from that which 
the Church has understood and does understand, let 
him be anathema." (Denzinger 1818. Emphasis 
added) 

(iv) The following extracts from the Anti- 
Modernist Oath imposed by St. Pius X are no less 
decisive: 

"Fourthly, I sincerely embrace the doctrine of 
faith transmitted to us by the Apostles through the 
orthodox Fathers a lways with thyy a «;""; ^ 
interpretation ; and I therefore utterly e ec £he_ 
heretical fi ction of the development [or evol 
ution'] of dogmas from one meaning to another... 

- .1 hold most firmly the Faith of the 
Fathers,* 'and shall retain it until my last breath, 
concerning the certain i gift : of truth^ . £ , ^ 

what may seem better and more ^tting ^ 

the culture of each P e ' 10 * ™ y *f t io„ may ever be 

(v) And as if what we ^ytf&r&L&SL 

rrVor'.r-'.V" .^!" T'o^SBi ^ ^^^ 

proposition: 

-Revelation, «"* .""V^l.Md wV'h the 
the Catholic Faith, -a. not con,p 
Apostles." (Denzinger 2021) 



Once again, then, it is clear that Davies has blithely 
informed his readers of certain hypotheses concerning 
doctrinal development formulated by the heterodox Cardinal 
Newman and has never so much as mentioned the fact that 
doctrinal development involving any species of change in 
meaning has been condemned by the Church as heretical . Does 
he, perhaps, maintain that the view which he shares with 
Cardinal Newman is somehow reconcilable with the above-quoted 
declarations of the Holy See? If he considers that he can 
justify maintaining such an insane position, so be it. And 
if some of his most inflexibly trusting readers succeed in 
agreeing with him, so be it too. But even then, there are 
some awkward questions which present themselves. How does he 
iustify somehow omitting to mention that his and Newman's 
view is no more than an opinion ? How does he justify failing 
to pass on the fact that the~Holy See has never once spoken 
of doctrinal development except to condemn it ? How does he 
justify not disclosing that a number of exceedingly erudite 
and highly regarded theologians* 310 held - however wrongly, 
in his view - that Newman's doctrine of development flies in 
the face of "de fide" Catholic doctrine? Doubtless there is 
no shortage, among his especially ardent supporters, of 
people who regard such questions as tiresome and nit-picking, 
but we are sure there is also no shortage of people who would 
like to hear his answers to them. 

We think that there is something that at this point we 
ourselves, out of fairness, should not omit to mention. This 



■»'0* For instance, Cardinal Franzelin ( De Divina 
Traditione et Scriptura , passim, but see especially 1875 
ed., p. 113), Cardinal Billot ( De Immutabilitate Traditionis 
contra Modernam Haerisim Evolutionismi? , passim) , Cardinal 
Lepicier ( De Stabilitate et Progressu Dogmatis , 
pp. 14, 18, 25, 90, 124, 125, 153, 159, 187, 282, 302, 349) , and Dr. 
Orestes Brownson. 

Cardinal Lepicier evidently regarded Newman's theories 
as so pernicious that he seized every opportunity to attack 
him in the work referred to; Dr. Brownson went further 
still, however, devoting many substantial articles to the 
avowed task of exposing Newman. The entry under "Newman" in 
the index to his collected works fills seven-eighths of a 
page, with about a hundred references. We cite only the 
following words: "His essay on development was not written by 
a Catholic and its doctrine is not Catholic." ( Brownson 's 
Works, vol.7, p. 140) Moreover, by Professor Owen Chadwick's 
historical study From Bossuet to Newman (2nd. ed . Oxford, 
1987) we are informed that Bishop Fitzpatrick of Boston 
agreed with Brownson that "Newman's thought was frankly 
heretical;" (p. 171) that Dr. Alexander Grant, rector of the 
Scots College at Rome, "concluded that Newman was guilty of 
•material heresy;" (p. 170) and that Cardinal Perrone 
summarized Newman's doctrine by the observation that "Newman 
miscet et confundit omnia" - "he muddles and confuses 
everything." (p. 169) Not to be outdone, Cardinal Manning, in 
order to dispel Mr. J.E.C. Bodley's illusion that Newman was 
a good Cathol ic, .. .proceeded to tick off on his tapering 
fingers. . .ten distinct heresies to be found in the most 
widespread works of Dr. Newman," as Bodley recorded in his 
Cardinal Manning and other Essays , (p. 17) Testimonies of 
Newman's Catholic contemporaries as to his heterodoxy, 
especially in respect of his theory of doctrinal evolution, 
could be multiplied almost indefinitely. 
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its ^..u^v-. ««u v-iiusc wno Lane tne trouble to loov no ♦-*« 
text will find that St. Thomas's af f irn,at lv e repty relates 
exclusively to, and is justified only with reference In III 
period of the Old Testament, during v/hich God's revelation^! 



the Hebrews was progressive. St. Thomas does not give the 
slightest indication that the articles of faith have 
increased since the time of Our Lord - only that they were 
continually increasing in explicitness until His comina 
His teaching on any possible increase after that time is 
simply expressed in the words he borrows from St Paul 
according to which "God, who at sundry times and in divers 
manners, spoke in times past to the Fathers by the prophets 
last of all , in these days, hath spoken to us by his Son " 
(Hebrews 1:1-2) So this has nothing to do with any alleged 
doctrinal development during the Christian era. 

Now let us turn to St. Vincent de Lerins. The relevant 
passage is this: 

"But perhaps someone may say: so is there to be no 
advancement of religion in the Church of Christ? There 
certainly should be, and as much as possible. For who 
could be so spiteful towards men and so resentful 
towards God as to attempt to forbid it? Nonetheless 
this applies only to the advancement of the Faith and 
not to change . The difference is that advancement 
occurs when something is amplified in itself, whereas 
change consists in the turning of one thing into 
another . So it is needful that, as the centuries and 
years pass, there be growth, and indeed the very maximum 
advancement, in the understanding, knowledge and wisdom 
of individuals and of all men, of one man and of the 
whole Church - but that only in its own kind, that is 
to say in the same doctrine, the same meaning and the 
same judgement . . . 

"So also is it fitting that the doctrine of the 
Christian religion should follow these laws of develop- 
ment [St. Vincent is pursuing a comparison with the way 
in which an organism develops, growing while retaining 
its identity], i.e. that it be consolidated by the 
years, amplified by time and exalted by age, but that it 
remain incorrupt and undefiled and that it be full ana 
complete with all the proportions of its parts witn an 
the members and senses which belong to it... 

"It is indeed lawful that those ancient ^oct rines 
of heavenly wisdom be trimmed, smoothed and polished 
with the passage of time; but it is unlawful Cor them to 
be changed, unlawful for them to be damaged I o ™til 
ated. They may increase in clarUy., £§fp^^ e ss 
distinctness , but they must retain their tuilness 
Integrity and identity . fmmmonitor mm, chapter 
Our emphases added. ) 



It would need a very superficial reading of this passage 
indeed for it to succeed in reinforcing the prejudices even 
of an interested party; for if it is read with any care at 
all it is unmistakably clear that, far from authorizing or 
encouraqing "development of doctrine", the holy Doctor 
inveiqhs against the slightest change of meaning . When he 
authorises "a*"»"™""»"f- o* the Faith", it is by contrast with 
"change"; and his next sentence spells out that the amplif- 
ication which he favours is proper, not to the doctrines , but 
to men, in whom the Faith is said to advance insofar as they 
incTease in knowledge and understanding of the same, 
unchanging doctrines . 

Indeed, his choice of terms and metaphors is such as to 
allow no possible hint of accretion, diminution or alter- 
ation. The doctrine, he says, may be consolidated, amplified 
and exalted, but remaining always "incorrupt and undefiled," 
not only with the same parts, but even the same proportion 
between them. The development to which he refers, therefore, 
relates exclusively to the expression or formulation of 
doctrine and not to its substance . The only features in 
which doctrine may develop or be improved are "clarity, 
perspicuity and distinctness" - all of them self-evidently 
proper to the manner of stating the doctrine rather than to 
the revealed propositions contained therein. 

Thus in chapter 22 of the same justifiably famous little 
work* 311 its author writes: "Eadem. . .quae didicisti doce, ut 
cum dicas nove, non dicas nova" - "Teach the same things that 
you were taught, so that when you use a novel expression you 
will not use it to express a novelty." 

Permissible Kinds of Doctrinal Development 

Let us now say something else in our efforts to be fair 
to those who hold these beliefs of doctrinal development that 
we are having to expose. This is that one of the more 
astonishing features of this whole heretical movement is 
that, so incompetent are its advocates, that they do not even 
manage to do justice to their own theories. For there is in 
fact more than one sense in which doctrine could be said" to 
develop, and it is incumbent on us to consider every possible 
sense, even the ones not mentioned by Davies and Newman, 
before we can with complete safety reject their theory as 
going beyond those senses and categorically into the realm of 
heresy. Since we have never come across any authoritative 
writer who has undertaken the task of considering the whole 
subject analytically and exhaustively, we have ourselves 
attempted, on the basis of authoritative theological sources, 
a brief classification of the ways in which it could be 
legitimate to refer to doctrine as developing. They are as 
follows : 

(i) A doctrine can be formulated more clearly 
than it had been before, as the scholastic term 
"transubstantiation" was coined in the Middle Ages to 
express with greater lucidity the traditional doctrine 
of the Church on the Blessed Eucharist. 

311* Bound photocopies taken from a 168-page original of 
St. Vincent de Lerins' Commonltorlum , including both Latin 
and English, are available from Britons Catholic Library at 
£6.00 each. 



(ii) The Church may define a doctrine which hag 

always been part of Divine revelation but which not 

everyone has recognized as such - as occurred, for 

instance, in the cases of the Immaculate Conception and 
the Particular Judgement. 

(iii) When statements incompatible with Catholic 
belief are put forward, controversy exposes them as the 
errors that they are, and their condemnation by the 
Church increases the number of beliefs which every 
Catholic is bound to accept. This does not mean that 
the original deposit of faith revealed by God has been 
expanded, but that its implications have been manif- 
ested. In connection with this, it should be noted that 
no doctrine condemned by the Church was ever compatible 
with Divine revelation, so that the reason that 
Catholics have sometimes espoused such errors before 
their condemnation is simply that the logic showing 
their definite incompatibility with Catholic doctrine 
has not been clear to every individual. 

These, we are confident, are the only species of 
development which the Church admits. And none of them is a 
true development of doctrine . The first is a linguistic 
improvement; the second does not increase or expand the 
deposit of faith but affords Divinely guaranteed certitude as 
to its contents ; and the third consists in establishing the 
logical consequences of the doctrines - which, of course, 
have not the slightest effect on the original revelation. 

The fact that these three species of apparent develop- 
ment are not real developments is shown by the fact that, in 
none of the three cases, (a) is anything added to or taken 
from the original deposit, or (b) does any doctrine receive 
the tiniest difference of meaning from what it has always 
held. Even the most extreme examples of each of the three 
categories retain the original doctrines entirely intact, so 
that nothing can be lawfully believed today which could not 
have been lawfully believed in the past, nor can anything be 
lawfully condemned today which could not have been lawfully 
condemned in the past - with the qualification, however, 
that, when man's ignorance or folly has obscured the object 
of Divine revelation or its implications, the judgement of 
the Church may determine a matter which was always settled in 
objective reality (at least since the death of the last 
Apostle) but on which tentative difference of opinion had 
been subjectively permissible while awaiting the definitive 
judgement of the Church. 

* * * 

Davies's Doctrine "Repu gnant to Catholic Faith" 
Now, at last, we are in a f >os .iti .on , t o turn ** to^the 
passages cited on pages «0-2*3H inw i m u 

expound their theory. Despite all our eft ores t e > 
will be seen that they are irredeemably at odds with Catho 
belief as represented by the authorities we have quoted. 

Take the following examples: 



312 * The references will be found there. 
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(i) "...the truths of the Faith were expressed 
more and more'clearly . What had once been implicit was 
made explicit. . ." 

The obvious meaning of those words is that some "truths 
of the Faith" were no more than implicit in the original 
deposit, and therefore not directly revealed by Our Lord, 
which is contrary, for instance, to the words we have quoted 
from Pope St. Pius X's Syllabus . The implications of dogmas 
may become more explicit with the passage of time, but 
anything not revealed by God in its full explicitness before 
the death of the last Apostle can never become a dogma or a 
"truth of the Faith." 

(ii) "A developed doctrine which reverses the 
course of development which has preceded it is no true 
development ..." 

These words clearly envision that doctrines may develop 
in a particular direction , which cannot possibly be said of 
verbal clarification or of establishing the logical con- 
sequences and corollaries of doctrines. Evidently a change 
of meaning, however slight, is indicated - exactly what the 
1870 Vatican Council and Pope St. Pius X's anti-Modernist 
oath anathematized. 

(iii) "This original deposit is subject to 
development .. .but always under the guidance of the 
Magisterium, and it [sic] must always remain consistent 
with the previous stage of development." 

Now that which is consistent with "the previous stage of 
development" may, of course, be inconsistent with the stage 
before that .* 31 3 But let us bend over backwards as far as we 
can, and interpret these words as meaning " all previous 
stages of development". Even then orthodoxy Ts not the 
result, for "consistent with" is quite evidently not intended 
to signify "identical in meaning with" (which is what, as we 
have seen, the Magisterium, following St. Vincent de Lerins, 
insists on). Davies certainly has a sufficient command of 
the English tongue to have used the latter expression if that 
was what he meant. 

And anyhow, the fact that Davies's use of the term 
"development" implies, or at least permits, a genuine change 
of meaning is made explicitly clear in his assurance that in 
a true development "each stage is potentially contained in 
its preceding stage," for potentiality is opposed to act- 
uality . Thus if, for instance, we take the doctrine of the 
Blessed Trinity, which is one that Davies and Newman both 
consider an example of a doctrine which has developed, Davies 
is saying that the belief of post-Nicene Catholics in the 
Blessed Trinity was not actually held by pre-Nicene Catholics 
like St. Irenaeus, from which it follows that the belief of 
second century Christians in the Trinity cannot be identical 
with that of the fourth century Christians, since the former 
contains the latter only potentially . 

It is, incidentally, also apparent from the list of 
Newman's seven criteria for recognizing which developments 
are "authentic" and which are not, that this same heresy is 

313 * Which would mean that a doctrine could gradually 
develop into one with an entirely different meaning. 



contained in it - namely that even the "authentically" 
developed doctrine is not identical with the oriqinal 
"undeveloped" doctrine. For if Newman had held the game 
belief on this subject as did St. Vincent of Lerins, surely 
ne would have told us that the one essential criterion of 
true development is continuance "in the same doctrine the 
same meaning and the same judgement." 

In fact, Newman's doctrine, now so widely accepted is a 
thoroughly horrifying one and is certainly quite incompatible 
with the Catholic dogma that revelation ended with the 
Apostles. Consider, for instance, the following sentence 
from his Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine : 

"There was no formal acknowledgement of the 
doctrine of the Trinity till the fourth century." 

We are spared the labour of thinking of an adequate 
comment on this ourselves by Dr. Orestes Brownson (1803-76), 
who shrewdly spotted the fact that this error was precisely 
the same as the claim of the Protestant Jurieu which had been 
refuted by Bossuet* 314 in the following indignant terras: 

"The Mystery of the Trinity, my brethren, unformed ! 
Could you have believed it possible ever to have heard 
that from any mouth but that of a Socinian?* 315 If from 
the beginning one only God was distinctly adored in 
three equal and co-eternal persons, the Mystery of the 
Trinity was not unformed. But according to your 
Minister .. .Christians shed their blood for a religion 
not yet formed, and knew not whether they adored three 
Gods or only one!" (Quoted by Dr. Brownson in Brownson' s 
Quarterly Review , 1847, pp.69ff.) 

And Brownson, in response to those who tried to defend 
Newman from his learned and irresistible onslaught, observes 
in his own name that: 

"To assume. . .that the doctrine of the Trinity was 
only imperfectly understood and believed before the 
Nicene Council [325 A.D.], to assert of the ante-Nicene 
Fathers generally that in treating this Holy Mystery 
they erred in thought and expression. . .and to assume 
such a horrible doctrine as a matter of course, as a 
thing which will be admitted without controversy, is 
presuming a little too much on the ignorance, stupidity 
or indifference of the Catholic public." (Loc. cit., 
pp. 493-4) 

And he then points out: 

"If there be anything uniformly taught by our 
theologians, it is that the* faith of the Fathers was 




3 15. The Socinians were the first f'f ••""S.i^-ocJ.'r'n 
and completely to deny the Blessed Trinity, 
successors are the Unitarians. 
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perfect, that the revelation committed to the Church was 
complete and entire, and that the Church has, from the 
first, faithfully, infallibly, taught or proposed it." 
(Ibid., p. 77) 

Hence, Brownson concludes, and we conclude with him: 

"His [Newman's] view of Christian doctrine is 
sufficient to condemn his Essay as essentially repugnant 
to Catholic faith and theology." 

And the same applies equally to the writings on the same 
subject of Newman's avowed disciple Michael Davies. 



OPEN LETTER TO MR. MICHAEL DAVIES 
A.M.D.G. 



Dear Michael, 

Accompanying this Open Letter to you is a lengthy study 
of your writings subtitled Dossier on Michael Davies, of 
which I am the author. This letter also comprises the last 
chapter of the Dossier . 

As you will see, the Dossier constitutes a thorough 
examination of your theological writings and an assessment of 
them in the light of traditional Catholic doctrine. In the 
course of more than four hundred pages it draws attention to 
a vast number of clear contradictions between what you have 
written and the correct Catholic position. Further, it 
highlights very many examples of error, straightforward 
falsehood, scandal and general un-Catholic-ness in your 
writings. In your expositions of Catholic theology, it 
convicts you of gross ignorance, indefensible errors and 
deliberate distortion on a huge scale. It argues - cogently 
in the view of those who have read it before publication - 
that, on the evidence it contains, to take up and read, 
without painstaking discrimination, a theological work 
bearing your name as author on the cover, is to imperil one's 
immortal soul. The Dossier therefore amounts to a massive 
indictment of you in your chosen role of theological writer; 
unless, of course, it can be shown that its case is without 
foundation and that the hundreds of statements made by 
yourself which it purports to expose as an affront to our 
Divine Saviour and His Church - and succeeds in so exposing, 
in the opinion of those who have already read it - are in 
fact unexceptionable. 

As you are of course aware, but I mention it for the 
benefit of all others who will read this letter, Dossier on 
Michael Davies is being published without your prior 
knowledge. There are three reasons for this: 

1. You have demonstrated in the past that there is 
not the slightest useful purpose to be served by drawing 
errors and falsehoods to your attention privately. Botn 
I and others from many different countries have done 
this on many occasions, a few of which are mentioned in 
this Dossier , and the response has always been either no 
react ion at all, or a promise to reoly in due course 
which is never fulfilled, or a sneer. 

2. So shamelessly unjustifiable and Pernicious is 
much of what is exposed in the Dossier and so urgent is 
the need, for the sake of the ^ common goo , that ^ it be 
exposed, that I can think of no conceivable ci rcu 
stance - not even, your » h °\^ the 
Dossier 's allegations and complete w itna lding it 
theological arena - which could lusticy 

from publication. 

3. To give you prior warning wou id £- £« £ 
opportunity to do what you couia Ughed , qu ite 
Dossier in advance of its °* x ^^oresentations of 
Possibly by means of the sort ° nted in the Dossier, 
which countless instances are ao 



through the fairly numerous public channels of trad- 
itionalist communication to which you have access; and I 
do not believe that it is in the interests of the 
common good to take this risk without need. 

However, it is one thing to publish without your prior 
knowledge, but it would be quite another not to give you the 
opportunity to refute my allegations and clear your name of 
the very grave crimes against God and your readers of which I 
have accused you, if after consideration of the contents of 
the Dossier you are persuaded that you are not guilty of the 
char ges set out and documented in it. And since it would 
inevitably be a lengthy and demanding task for you to answer 
everything in the Dossier - this supposes of course that it 
can be answered - I am adding this letter for the purpose of 
eTabling you to vindicate yourself without excessive 
expenditure of time and effort. 

What I have done for this end is to select a comp- 
aratively small number of propositions defended by you in 
your published writings which I believe to be (a) false and 
(b) in open contradiction to the Catholic position on the 
subjects in question as found in those theological sources 
recognized among Catholics as authoritative; and I shall now 
list these propositions, briefly contrasting them with what I 
believe the correct Catholic position to be on each subject. 

I publicly call upon you, when you have studied the 
list, and the relevant evidence which will be found in the 
Dossier , to acknowledge your error in each case if you are 
wrong, or, if you still believe your position to be right, to 
substantiate your view from genuinely authoritative pre- 
Vatican II sources. If you are able to refute my charges on 
these matters - all of which are of considerable gravity - I 
am happy for everything else in the Dossier to be dismissed, 
without specific consideration, as worthless. I do not think 
I could be fairer to you than that, or reasonably go further 
towards making it easy for you to clear your name if my 
censures are unjustified. But at the same time I must 
emphasize that my having made it so undeniably easy for you 
to defend yourself if I am in the wrong has a corollary 
which will be less agreeable to you if it is you who are in 
the wrong and I who am in the right. This is that if you 
fail to substantiate your position from Catholic authority on 
the handful of straightforward points on which I am about to 
challenge it, it will be impossible for me or for any other 
person reasonably assessing the evidence to conclude 
otherwise than that you cannot substantiate your position, 
because it is false, and that the rest of the Dossier , which 
(as I have said) as far as I am concerned can" fall to the 
ground if you answer what follows satisfactorily, must stand 
if you do not. And to ensure that there is no room for 
quibbling over whether or not you have answered satisfact- 
orily, I make the following clarifications: 

(i) If you address some other point or points in 
the Dossier instead of these wh i ch I have selected (all 
of which are exceedingly grave either in themselves or 
in the conclusions which must follow, as to your 
reliability, if I am right), it will be presumed that 
this is because you recognize that on these points you 
are in the wrong - in which case the Dossier will be 
presumed substantially to have proved its case except 
for where you may specifically refute any particular 
stricture it makes. Evidently there is nothing to stop 



445 




(ii) In each of the following instances. I am not 
merely questioning what you have written, but am 
directly accusing you of having made a false statement 
on a matter closely touching Catholic doctrine or the 
honour of the Church. Furthermore, I maintain (a) that 
in every single case listed below, if you had devoted to 
the topic even the barest minimum of study demanded of 
one who writes publicly on such topics, you would hav* 
known that your statement was false, and (b) that it is 
evident that as a generality you use such falsehoods - 
most of them worthy of very grave theological censure 
and several plainly heretical - to bolster your position 
on points which you know are controversial. In respect 
of each item, therefore, I challenge you to refute my 
accusation by producing objective, authoritative. 
Catholic evidence corroborating what you have written. 

Naturally to invoke in support of your position a post- 
Vatican II writer who agrees with you would amount to 
begging the question of whether or not such an individual can 
properly be called a Catholic, and would carry not the 
slightest weight. Nor would any reasonable person consider 
it acceptable for you to appeal for support to one of your 
notorious, anonymous theologians, not all of whom, as I have 
shown in the Dossier , even realize that you are using them as 
authorities or consider themselves competent as such. 

But I have neither the right nor the desire to put 
further restrictions on you in your use of authorities than 
are demanded and imposed by the nature of the issues under 
dispute. In each instance, therefore, I should consider that 
you had answered my challenge if you produced a citation from 
any authority of stature equal to or greater than the 
authority upon which I base my objection to your position. 
Thus, where I quote an approved author, some other approved 
author who maintains your position would suffice; but where I 
quote a Doctor of the Church a mere approved author would 
naturally not be adequate, although if I quote some high 
authority, such as a papal decree, which you believe I have 
misinterpreted , naturally I should be happy to acknowledge a 
contrary Tnterpretat ion made by an_y_ approved author as 
sufficient to show that my case was at least not conclusive. 
The only remaining scope for abuse of authority that I can 
think of is in relation to Canon Law, concerning which I 
would remark that where the 1917 Code of Canon law clarifies 
an issue - as it does, for instance, in respect of tne 
automatic loss of ecclesiastical office on the part of 
public heretics (Canon 188/4) - it would be completely 
appropriate for you to use any approved commentator to 
support your position provided he wrni-g after the Qo&L. a 
pre-Code canonist might easily have held a position to be 
certaTiT which has since been altered or proved to be 
otherwise by the voice of authority. 
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in Pa scendi Dominici Gregis . The relative status of 
different Catholic authorities is set out, with reference to 
theological sources, on page 2 and in footnotes 232 and 233 
of the Dossier . 

I now turn to the list of errors that I referred to 
earlier, in which I address the principal specific issues 
concerning which, in my submission, the positions you have 
held, committed to writing and endeavoured to propagate are 
indefensible. 



1. Errors Concerning the Church's Magisterium. 

(i) (See Dossier , chapter 1.) As a supplement to 
Approaches No. 93 there was published a forty-page essay by 
yourself entitled The Divine Constitution and Indef ectibil ity 
of the Catholic Church . A somewhat altered version of the 
same essay was subsequently published by the Neumann Press 
under the title I Am With You Always . Both versions contain 
heretical propositions concerning the Church's teaching 
authority, though I note that in the amended version you have 
corrected one heresy and substituted another in its place. 
At all events, since you have not retracted even the heresy 
which you have silently corrected, it would seem that you are 
content to leave it on record as your position: I shall 
therefore challenge you on it as well as on those heresies 
which you have shown no disposition to correct, even in this 
unobtrusive fashion. 

In The Divine Constitution... , you wrote: 

"Some Catholics imagine that because the Church has 
the power to teach infallibly all her teaching is 
infallible. This is not correct. Teaching is infal- 
lible only when the special assistance of the Holy Ghost 
which guarantees this is invoked. Pastor Aeternus 
restricts this assistance to definitions..." 

This passage instructs us that, with the exception of 
" definitions " , in which "special assistance. .. is invoked," 
the Church has no infallible teaching. By contrast, Fr. 
Sixtus Cartechini S.J., in his De Valore Notarum Theologic- 
arum (Rome, Press of the Pontifical Gregorian University, 
1951)* 316 provides the following explanation: 

"That there is an infallible Ordinary Magisterium 
from which a dogma can "be derived Is plain from the 
[1870] Vatican Council (Denzinger 1792) and from the 
bull Munificentissimus [Pope Pius XII's 1950 definition 
of the Assumption , according to which]: '...from the 
universal consent of the Ordinary Magisterium of the 
Church, a firm and certain argument is drawn... that the 
Assumption of the Blessed Virgin Mary... is a truth 
revealed by God...' (...) The Ordinary Magisterium is 
exercised primarily by express teaching conveyed outside 



316* See a i 30 pom Paul Nau : The Ordinary Magisterium of 
the Church Theologically Considered ( translated by A.E. 
Slater and publ ished by Approaches ) and Le Maglstere 
Pontifical Ordinaire au Premier Concile du Vatican . ( Revue 
Thomiste , LXII, 1962) 



formal definitions, by the pope or by the bishoos 
(pp. 32-3, emphasis added) .->... 
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conveyed by definitions (Ordinary Magisterium)' carTbe *no less 
infallible. 

Challenge (i) . Please produce an authority who (a) is 
of equal status to Fr. Cartechini, (b) wrote between the 1870 
Vatican Council and the proliferation of false doctrine which 
began after the death of Pope Pius XII in 1958, and (c) 
supports your denial of the infallibility of the Ordinary 
Magisterium and explains why the 1870 Vatican Council and 
Pope Pius XII do not teach what they appear to teach on this 
topic. If you cannot do so, please recant your heresy and 
explain to your readers how they can dare to trust any 
doctrinal statement that you make. 

(ii) In I Am With You Always (page 21) you adjust the 
passage I have just quoted from The Divine Constitution... so 
that it reads as follows: 

"Some Catholics imagine that all the teaching of 
the Extraordinary Magisterium is infallible automatic- 
ally. This is not correct. Such teaching is infallible 
only when the special assistance of the Holy Ghost which 
guarantees infallibility is invoked." 

Here it is noteworthy that you have added the word 
"such" at the beginning of the last sentence, so that you no 
longer deny infallibility to the Ordinary Magisterium, as the 
word "such" restricts the application of your remark to some 
teachings of the Extraordinary Magisterium. 

Challenge (ii) . Please explain why, if you had noted the 
heresy in the Approaches edition of your essay and corrected 
it by adding "such", you did not recant the error and draw it 
to the attention of Approaches (subsequently A Propos ) 
readers. (Naturally you cannot have had any justifiable 
reason to think that every Approaches/A Propos subscriber 
would buy the revised Neumann Press edition and spot for 
him/herself the correction you had made.) 

(iii) (See Dossier , Chapter 1.) Nonetheless, though 
your amendment removes one heresy it adds another in its 
place: "Some Catholics imagine that all the teaching of trie 
Extraordinary Magisterium is infallible automatically. This 
is not correct . " 

I should like to avow at once that I am one °f those 
Catholics who "imagine" that "all the teaching of the Extra- 
ordinary Magisterium is infallible automatically. Every 
Catholic authority I have read on the subject agrees that 
the Extraordinary Magisterium is exercised in ^ * n f ls eV * n r J 
solemn definition of pope or council on ^ g^ -.SS 

not outside such definitions; and all agree cnac L 

definition is infallible. 

Challenge (iii) . Please cite any P^"^ ^cil 
Catholic theologian writing subsequent ly <- Extraord inary 

who agrees with you that not all aces 
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your error. 

av\ Moreover, you say that for the teaching of the 
p - .« i?Lv HMisteriuB. to be infallible, "the special 
III stanch o7 th a e 9 Holy Ghost must be invoked." The Constit- 
ution Pastor Aeternus of the 1870 Vatican Council, however, 
lists four condition s for the infallible exercise of the 
Extraordinary Pontifical Magisterium, and the invoking of 
special assistance of the Holy Ghost is not among them. 

Challenge (iv) . Please refer me to any Catholic 
"appr oved author" who states that this invocation is either 
necessary in addition to the four conditions of Pastor 
Aeternus or implied in their fulfilment. 

(v) (See Dossier , chapter 1.) In a passage on the 
same topic, which you did not (alas!) revise in the latter 
edition of your essay, and which is found on the same page of 
each edition as the passage quoted above, you wrote that: 

"...no believer who pays due attention to Christ's 
promises can refuse to assent with absolute and 
irrevocable certainty to a definition of the Extra- 
ordinary Magisterium. Teaching which must be accepted 
with this degree of certainty is referred to as of 
Divine and Catholic faith ( 'de fide divina et Cathol- 
ica'). A truth thus defined is a 'Dogma of the Faith,' 
and its pertinacious rejection is called 'heresy.'" 

There is some inaccuracy of expression here which makes 
it difficult to determine exactly what you mean: for 
instance, you talk of "this degree of certainty", but the 
certainty you have referred to was "absolute and irrevoc- 
able," neither of which epithets denotes a degree, and the 
former of which is even incompatible with degree. (In fact, 
strictly speaking, certainty does not admit of degrees.) But 
I am unable to read your words without receiving the distinct 
impression that you are affirming that only by "a definition 
of the Extraordinary Magisterium" are "dogmas of faith", i.e. 
truths to be believed with "Divine and Catholic Faith", made 
known to us. And this proposition is at odds - to say the 
least - with the teaching of Pastor Aeternus that "all those 
things are to be believed wfth Divine and Catholic faith 
which are contained in the word of God, written or handed 
down, and are proposed by the Church, whether by a solemn 
judgement or by her Ordinary and universal Magisterium , to be 
believed as Divinely revealed." (Denzinger 1792) However, a 
little later in the same essay you state this doctrine 
correctly, so I shall not press this point. What I must 
insist on is the indisputable implication that all truths 
defined by the Extraordinary Magisterium are "of Divine and 
Catholic faith." The definition on this subject of Pastor 
Aeternus indicates that "to be believed with Divine and 
Catholic faith" are those truths defined by the Extraordinary 
Magisterium (or taught by the Ordinary Magisterium) "as 
Divinely revealed ." It says nothing of the kind about truths 
defined by the Extraordinary Magisterium, not as Divinely 
revealed, but simply as true , and as far as I am aware, 
although such doctrines are certainly true and every Catholic 
is bound to assent to them, nevertheless, the doctrine that 
they are "of Divine and Catholic faith," so that to deny them 
would be heretical, is a doctrine peculiar to yourself. It 
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is certainly unknown to Fr. Cartechini, for he writes 
follows: 

"There are seen to be cases in which a canon of a 
council defines a truth which has not been reve aled 
such as a dogmatic fact or a theologically c-rtain 
proposition. Note that I do not say, 'defines to be a 
dogma of faith 1 , but simply 'defines'. In other words, 
not every definition is a dogma of faith. Thus the 
Council of Constance defined the legitimacy of the 
eucharistic fast and of communion under one species, 
saying simply that it is erroneous to deny this.' 
(Denzinger 626)... The pontiffs, even 'ex cathedra', can 
condemn propositions not necessarily as heretical, but 
either as false or as scandalous." (Op. cit., p. 41. 
Emphasis as in the original) 

Challenge ( v ) . Please produce an approved author of 
standing comparable (on the subject) to that of Pr. 
Cartechini who agrees with you that all doctrines defined by 
the Extraordinary Magisterium are necessarily dogmas of 
faith, propositions that contradict them being automatically 
in every case heretical. 

(vi) (See Dossier , chapter 5.) Several times in your 
writings, especially in the context of discussing the 
Vatican II Declaration on Religious Liberty , you have 
maintained that the Ordinary Magisterium (of pope or council) 
may err, even to the extent of affirming as true what it has 
earlier condemned as erroneous. In your article The 
Sedevacant ists ( Christian Order November 1982; The Remnant 
15th June 1982) you wrote as follows: 

"The case of the Vatican II Religious Liberty 
Declaration is one of the key arguments of the sede- 
vacant ists. They claim that it is heretical and that 
any pope endorsing it must 'ipso facto' forfeit his 
office. It must be remembered that the Declaration is a 
document of the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church, and 
that the possibility of error occurs or can occur in 
such documents where it is a matter of some novel 
teaching . The Magisterium can certainly correct such an 
error without compromising itself." 

Further, in your 1980 pamphlet Archbisho p Lefebvre and 
Religious Liberty (pages 9-10) you wrote, of article 2 of the 
Vatican II Declaration, that "until it is corrected by the 
Magisterium, it represents .. .a contradiction of consistently 
re-iterated, and possibly infallible papal teaching..." 

Now nothing is plainer than that Pope Pius IX's 
condemnation of religious liberty in Quanta Cura is infal- 
lible, being an act of the Extraordinary Magisterium, *■> and 
that even if it were not infallible alone, the doctrine it 
teaches would have derived infallibility from having been, as 
you rightly observe, "consistently reiterated" by the popes. 
(See Dom Paul Nau's essays mentioned earlier for the fact 
that re-iterated teachings of the Ordinary Magisterium - 
whether universal or pontifical - are infallible.) But i 
refrain from pursuing this matter at present. My oniy 
concern in this letter is with the fact that you consider the 

317 * See Cardinal Billot: Erelesia Christ! , thesis XXXI. 
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Religious Liberty Declaration to be an act of the Ordinary 
Magisterium, exercised by a general council, and confirmed by 
the pope, and yet you see no difficulty in its defending as 
orthodox a doctrine condemned previously, and at least 
perhaps infallibly, as erroneous, nor do you have any 
hesitation in dissenting from this doctrine. 

I accept, of course, that not every act of the pont- 
ifical or conciliar Ordinary Magisterium is protected by the 
charism of infallibility in such a way as to demand the 
assent of Divine Catholic, or at least ecclesiastical, faith; 
but the approved theologians I have studied on this point are 
all agreed that, even to non-infallible statements of the 
ordinary Magisterium (and certainly no weightier act of the 
Ordinary Magisterium could be thought of than a doctrinal 
declaration of a general council approved and promulgated by 
the Roman pontiff, which is what you consider the Vatican II 
Declaration to be), there is due from all Catholics a true 
intellectual assent that the doctrines contained in them are 
at least safe , and that in making such pronouncements, even 
if not protected absolutely and directly from error by infal- 
libility, the Magisterium is at least protected by "the 
authority of universal ecclesiastical (or doctrinal) 
providence" from teaching doctrine which it is unsafe to 
hold. This is the teaching of Cardinal Franzelin: 

"...in such judgements pronounced even without 'ex 
cathedra* definition there is demanded, and must be 
granted, obedience which includes submission of the 
mind , not, indeed, so that the doctrine is judged to be 
infallibly true or false... but so that the doctrine 
contained in such a judgement is judged to be safe , and 
not, indeed, from the motive of Divine faith... but from 
the motive of sacred authority, whose undoubted role it 
is to look after wholesomeness and security of doct- 
rine, and that it must be embraced by us, and the 
contrary rejected, with submission of mind... As, in 
theological doctrine the proper source , and to that 
extent the proper and main reason on account of which 
assent is given, is not its intrinsically perceived 
truth, but the authority proposing the truth, this 
sacred authority of universal doctrinal providence is, 
by virtue of its role, an abundantly sufficient motive 
on the basis of which the pious will can and must 
command the religious or theological consent of the 
intellect." ( De Divina Traditione et Scriptura , 2nd. 
edition, 1875, pp. 130-1) 

The conflict with your position is twofold. In the 
first place, according to Franzelin, "universal doctrinal 
providence", being an abundantly sufficient motive for 
intellectual assent, must protect the wholesomeness and 
safeness even of non-infallible doctrines taught in declar- 
ations such as the Vatican II Declaration on Religious 
Liberty and even of much less authority, whereas you believe 
the doctrine in question not to be wholesome and safe. In 
the second place, according to Franzelin, true intellectual 
assent is owed to the doctrine of such declarations, whereas 
you do not assent to it, and encourage your readers not to. 

Challenge (vl) . Please cite an authority who (a) is of 
standing equal to or greater than that of Cardinal Franzelin, 
and (b) maintains that the Ordinary Magisterium, exercised by 
pope or general council, can teach doctrine which is not only 



false but unsafe and unwholesome (having even been condemned 
by the Magisterium in advance). 

Challenge (vii) . Please cite comparable authority for 
the proposition that Catholics may refuse to give intel- 
lectual assent to doctrine proposed by the Ordinary Magist- 
erium (exercised by pope or council), admitting it to be at 
least as safe and wholesome. 



2. Error Concerning the Jurisdiction of the 
Roman Pontiff. 

(i) You wrote in The Divine Constitution... : 

"The faithful. . .have the right to refuse to obey 
[the pope] if they are convinced in conscience that a 
particular command will harm rather than build up the 
Mystical Body." (page 31) 

And you have often expressed the same sentiments 
elsewhere. However, the approved theologians I have 
consulted, (Bellarmine, Suarez, Murray, Ward, St. Thomas, St. 
Ignatius) emphatically and to a man deny that a Catholic may 
disobey the pope, no matter how ill-advised and potentially 
disastrous his instruction may prove. All insist, with Pr. 
Patrick Murray, that "one is always bound to obey the (Roman) 
pontiff when he gives an absolute command, whether he does so 
infallibly or not, in everything which does not involve 
manifest sin." ( De Ecclesia , Disp.XVII, Sect.iv, n.90) In 
other words, they allow disobedience only when obedience is 
forbidden by Divine or natural law, but not simply because 
one regards the instruction as potentially harmful to souls: 
that judgement, they maintain, is for the pope, not the 
subject, to make. Moreover, when Cardinal Newman appeared 
(in his letter to the Duke of Norfolk) to maintain your 
doctrine, he was refuted at length by Dr. W.G. Ward -in the 
Dublin Review (January 1876) and issued in The Tablet a 
clarification of his position which made it clear that, 
whether or not he sided with you before Dr. Ward's article, 
he did not hold this position subsequently. 

Challenge (i) . Please provide authority of status equal 
to, or greater than that of Fr. Murray and Dr. Ward,*- 310 
which (a) considers the question of disobedience to the pope 
and when it may be justified in as much detail as they do, 
and (b) concludes that, when the action commanded by the pope 
is not intrinsically evil, or forbidden by Divine or natural 
law, it may nevertheless be refused on the basis of the 
individual's conviction that to obey would prejudice the good 
of souls. (In doing so, please take care not to confuse laws 
with commands as you have so often done in your writings.) 



318* x have chosen these writers .because they succinctly 
and specifically deny your position. St . Tno ma * d 
Robert Bellarmine held the same position as Fr. Murray 
Dr. Ward. 



3. »~™ ~ rnnrprninq the Aut omatic Loss of Off ice 

Tn-— ' * Y PiihUc Heretics, Particularly with 
respect to Claimants to the Papacy. 

(i) (See Dossier, passim, but especially chapter 5.) 
You are already aware of the position that Martin Gwynne and 
I hold to be the only one permitted to Catholics on this 
subject. It is that any person who publicly maintains 
heretical doctrine while knowing his doctrine to be opposed 
to that of the Church, in addition to incurring automatic 
excommunication, no less automatically f orf eits all off ices 
he may hold in the Church. If a pope were to fall into 
heresy - a hypothesis which has never happened and, according 
'■o a highly probable opinion, could never happen, but, for 
all that, is nevertheless at least as permissible for us to 
discuss as St. Paul's impossible hypothesis that an angel 
from Heaven might teach false doctrine (Galatians 1:8) - he 
would thus automatically forfeit the papacy, and if a person 
previously heretical were to be elected to the papacy, the 
election would be invalid. In each case any Catholic aware 
of the relevant facts would be both entitled and obliged to 
refuse allegiance to and communion with the usurper, 
irrespective of any canonical admonitions or public declar- 
ations of ecclesiastical authorities of the vacancy of the 
Holy See. 

And all this, you wholeheartedly reject. There is one 

detail of your own position which I do not understand. In 

your article The Sede vacant ists , which I have already 

mentioned, you set out what you maintain are the facts as 
follows : 

"...a pope who pertinaciously embraced formal 
heresy would by the very fact be deprived of his office, 
as it is impossible to be a Catholic and a heretic at 
the same time, and the pope must be a Catholic. But the 
Church would need to know of this. The pope could 
hardly be said to have lost his office simply because 
one layman, one priest, one bishop, or even one 
Cardinal, declared that he had lost his office... The 
theological consensus is that there is one certain way 
by which we could know that a pope has been deposed: a 
general council of the Church would have to declare that 
this was the case... The sentence of the Council would 
not be judicial but declaratory, simply informing the 
faithful that the man occupying the See of Peter had 
ceased to be pope due to obdurate heresy." 

When I read these words I understood you to hold that a 
pope who fell into heresy would lose his office immediately 
and automatically prior to any declarations of councils, 
etc., because you expressly say that he "would by the very 
fact be deprived of his office:" I thought that you were 
maintaining the need for a general council merely to inform 
the faithful of this, but that you acknowledged that, in such 
a case, the Holy See would be vacant as soon as the heresy 
was embraced - though, according to you, the faithful were 
still obliged to treat the heretic as pope until an authorit- 
ative declaration was made. 

But when I read the introduction to I Am With You Always 
I began to doubt that I had correctly interpreted you, for 
there you write: 



-Catholic theologians accept that a pope could 
loose [sic] his office through heresy... But it would 
have to be such a notorious heresy that no doubt 
concerning the matter could exist in the minds of the 
faithful, and a statement that the pope had deposed in 
[sic] himself would need to come from a high level in 
the Church, most probably a general council." 

Here the clear implication seems to be that until the 
faithful have had all doubt removed from their minds by some 
form of ecclesiastical declaration, the heresy is not 
sufficiently notorious to un-pope the miscreant. I simply do 
not know, therefore, whether your real position is that a 
pope who falls into heresy publicly, but concerning whose 
heresy no declaration has been made and doubt remains in some 
people's minds, is or is not the pope. All that is clear is 
that you believe he must be treated as pope until the 
declaration. Would you please clarify your position on this 
question? Meanwhile, I must allow, in what follows, for the 
possibility that you may hold either of the two different 
positions I have outlined. 

If it is your position that a pope who publicly fell 
into heresy would remain pope until declared not to be so, I 
respond simply that some theologians, e.g. Suarez, have 
indeed maintained this position, but that to suggest that 
there is or ever has been a theological consensus in favour 
of this position is simply a lie. Moreover, Suarez himself 
based his position vis-a-vis a heretical pope on his opinion 
that no cleric would automatically forfeit his office by 
public heresy until sentence had been passed - a position 
which has been universally rejected since long before the 
1917 Code . 

Challenge ( i ) . If the above is your position, please 
(a) list the approved authors who hold it, together with 
those, such as St. Robert Bellarmine, who consider it 
"indefensible" ( De Romano Pontifice ), and (b) explain by what 
possible justification you can maintain that those who hold 
it are weightier than those who deny it, or represent a 
consensus of theologians, or justify your presenting their 
view to your readers as certain. 

(ii) Whether or not you hold that the heretical pope 
would remain pope until declared not to be, it is perfectly 
clear that you believe he must be treated as pope by the 
faithful until declared not to be. In The Angelus of May 
1982 you wrote: 

"Dr. Coomaraswamy argues that a pope can lose his 
office through heresy. This is correct, but if it 
happened, it would have to be so manifest as to be 
beyond any possibility of doubt and would need to be 
made known to the Church through the 'declaratory 
sentence of a general council." 

I think I can claim to have made an exceptionally 
extensive study of the doctrine of Catholic theologians on 
this topic, and I observe that the weightiest authors who 
consider the question (i.e. St. Robert Bellarmine and St. 
Alphonsus Liguori, both Doctors of the Church) un^" 1 ™ * 1 ^ 
reject it. Moreover, since Canon 188/4 of the 1917 Code 
ruled that heretics forfeit their offices automatically, 
have not located a single author (prior to Vatican II) who 
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iriV7o??VltThV a w.cy «»to P .. P tie 9 .lly "even beEore any 
declaratory sentence." 

rh«npnae (ii). (a) Please list theologians of status 
equal tMr ale ; than that of St. Robert Bellarmine and 
1? Alphonsui Liguori who support your thesis of th 
necessity of a declaration of a heretical pope's loss of 
office (b) Please name any approved pre-Conciliar theo- 
loqian or canonist who has maintained this position since the 
logian or ca Please explain why you 

l^&r^o:^ rW'Lj^e scantiness of support for 
your position and the great authority opposing it. 

(iii) As you know, those who today hold the Holy See to 
be vacant, do not - as a generality - believe that its 
recent usurpers lost the papacy by heresy, but rather that 
they were ineligible" for it, by virtue of ^£1 heresy and 
thus were never popes. It is a fact that in his 1559 
mnQfrif.it-.ion Cum Ex Apostolatus , which has often been drawn 
to your notice, Pope Paul IV expressly envisages such an 
eventuality and prescribes that, "the promotion or elevation, 
even if it shall have been uncontested and by the unanimous 
consent of all the Cardinals, shall be null, void and 
worthless; it shall not be possible for it to acquire 
validity. . .it shall not be held as partially legitimate in 
any way." It is also a fact that the constitution has never 
been abrogated, and indeed that Pope St. Pius V confirmed it 
in every detail. And yet you have never publ icly referred to 
it. 

Challenge (iii) . (a) Please explain why you have 
concealed the existence of this constitution from your 
readers. (b) If you maintain that it is no longer in force, 
please ensure that your proof of this deals adequately with 
the evidence to the contrary mentioned in my correspondence 
with Dr. Glover published in the Catholic Crusader in 
1984. *319 ( c ) please name any pre-Conci 1 lar Catholic 
theologian writing since 1559 who has maintained that a 
public heretic can validly be elected to the papacy. 

(iv) As you know, Canon 188/4 of the 1917 Code of 
Canon Law declares that "If a cleric should publicly defect 
from the Catholic faith, any office he may hold becomes 
vacant 'ipso facto' and without any declaration by tacit 
resignation accepted by the law itself." 

In a letter addressed to Martin Gwynne, dated in 
September 1986, you wrote as follows of this Canon: 



319* Tne correspondence in question covered several 
topics, but the main one was Dr. Glover's contention that Cum 
Ex Apostolatus is no longer in force - a contention which was 
refuted in two letters from myself. If by any chance you no 
longer have back copies of the now defunct Catholic Crusader , 
I should be happy to send you copies of the relevant letters 
upon request, including the final "round" of the debate which 
was never published owing to the collapse of the periodical. 
Other readers of this Dossier may obtain copies by sending £1 
to Britons Catholic Library. 



"I am well aware of Canon 188/4, but did not 
include it in the study [i.e. your essay The Divine 
Constitution. . . ] as I understand it does not refer to 
heresy, the rejection of an article of the Faith, but to 
apostasy, defection from the Faith... 

-I would be very interested in seeing a photocopy 
of the relevant passage from Jone's commentary which, 
you say, interprets Canon 188/4 as referring not to 
complete apostasy but to heresy... Should it transpire 
that you are correct, I will ensure that my booklet is 
amended in subsequent editions and that a correction is 
published in Approaches . " 

Your closing promise certainly shows that you know how 
you ought to behave in such circumstances, but a mystery 
remains as to why you did not keep your promise, for in our 
reply (8th October 1986) not only did Martin and I enclose a 
photocopy of Fr. Jone's direct statement in his treatment of 
Canon 188/4 that "defection from the Faith, is contained in 
apostasy and heresy ," but we also added a wad of other 
canonists agreeing with him. And yet no amendment (on this 
topic) was made in the subsequent edition of the same essay 
published by the Neumann Press, no correction appeared in 
Approaches or in its successor A Propos , and you have never 
made the faintest attempt to show how Fr. Jone and every 
other canonical commentator who considers the topic made a 
mistake so clear in their interpretation of this canon that 
you and your anonymous canon lawyer friend can suppress their 
teaching altogether without a word of printed authority. 

Challenge ( i v ) . (a) If you maintain that it did not 
"t ranspi re [sic] that [we] are correct," please quote your 
authorities equal in weight and number to those of whom you 
were sent photocopies, stating that Canon 188/4 applies only 
to apostasy and not to heresy. (b) If, on the other hand, 
you admit that Canon 188/4 does apply to all public heresy, 
as the approved commentators unanimously affirm, why did you 
break your promise? 

4. Errors concerning the Recognition of Heresy 

(i) (See Dossier , chapter 5.) On page 48 of I Am With 
You Always , in discussing whether or not the Vatican II 
"popes" have been "formal heretics" you refer to some of 
their purportedly orthodox acts and remark: "It is only fair 
that we judge the orthodoxy of any Catholic by the totality 
of his published opinions, and not solely by particular 
actions or statements which appear suspect or ambiguous." 

This opinion certainly sounds very sensible and 
"charitable", but it clashes with the Church's definition of 
a heretic in Canon 1325/2 of the 1917 Code, which is: "anyone 
who, after receiving baptism, while still calling himself a 
Christian, pertinaciously denies or doubts any_ of the truths 
which are to be believed with Divine and Catholic faith. 
Thus the Church classifies someone as a heretic who even 
doubts a single dogma (if he does so pertinaciously, i.e. 
knowing it to be a dogma), whereas you would insist, before 
so classifying him, on assessing his other statements and 
opinions to see if they contained sufficient evidence of 
orthodoxy to outweigh the single heretical proposition which 
he had espoused. The reason that the Church's attitude is 
correct and yours mistaken is neatly summed up in the 



scholastic dictum "bonum ex integra causa; malum ex quocunque 
defectu," which means that to be considered good, or, by 
extension, orthodox, honest or chaste, for instance, one must 
be wholly and unsulliedly so. To be considered bad, 
heretical, dishonest, unchaste, etc., one need not be wholly 
so; it is sufficient if one is only sometimes or partly 
deficient in the contrary virtue. 

That is why, when Our Lord admonished us to "beware of 
false prophets who come to you in the clothing of sheep, but 
inwardly they are ravening wolves," (Matthew 7:15) He did not 
suggest that we should include their sheep's clothing - 
orthodox utterances and external piety - as part of the 
evidence in their favour. Instead he gave us a single test 
to assess whether the suspected individuals be wolves or 
sheep: "By their fruits you shall know them." And Cornelius 
a Lapide, the great Jesuit Scripture commentator, remarks 
that the first of the evil fruit referred to is that of 
"false and impious doctrine."* 320 

Challenge (i) . Please state upon what Catholic authority 
you made the above assertion. 

(ii) You affirm in I Am With You Always (page 46) that 
"anyone in the Church who possessed the temerity to pass 
judgement on the Pope, and declare him a heretic, would be 
acting beyond the limits of his authority, 'ultra vires', and 
would himself become liable to canonical censure." 

By contrast, Pope Paul IV in his constitution Cum Ex 
Apostolatus expressly enacted that, in the event of the 
election as Roman pontiff of one who had previously "deviated 
from the Catholic Faith or fallen into some heresy," anyone - 
"the clergy, secular and religious, the laity, the cardinals, 
even those who shall have taken part in the election of this 
very Roman pontiff previously deviating from the faith or 
schismatical ... shall be permitted at any time to withdraw 
with impunity from obedience and devotion to those thus 
promoted or elevated and to avoid them as warlocks, heathens, 
publicans and heresiarchs . . . " 

Challenge ( ii ) . (a) Do you acknowledge that if John- 
Paul II can be shown to have fallen away from the Faith into 
heresy before his putative election, anyone, even the laity , 
as Pope Paul IV and Pope St. Pius V have expressly provided, 
may freely withdraw from allegiance to him and may judge him 
not to be pope, and do so without acting "ultra vires" and 
without being liable to canonical censure? (b) If so, how is 
this compatible with what you wrote? (c) If not, how is your 
position compatible with Pope Paul IV's constitution? (d) If 
you claim that Catholics were entitled so to behave when Pope 
Paul IV promulgated his decree in 1559, but are no longer 
entitled to do so, please cite the subsequent legislation 
forbidding Catholics to do what Pope Paul IV declared they 
were permitted to do. (e) Finally, please cite your 
authority for the assertion that one becomes liable to 

320* This principle also applies to your own case, of 
course. When I show that something you have written is false 
or heretical, it is evidently no answer to reply that you 
have written something true or orthodox elsewhere, even on 
the same subject. If you had, it would merely add inconsist- 
ency to the list of your vices. 



canonical censure for judging a putative pope to be a 
heretic. 

5. Errors and Lies concerning the Sacrament of 
" " Ordination 

(i) (See Dossier , chapter 9(A).) My next challenge 
relates to your article Ordination 'Per Saltum' which 
appeared in Approaches No.72~! Fn Tt~, you twice at least 
misrepresent the authorities you quote, in order to make your 
opinion appear to your readers better supported by the 
theologians than it is. On page 62 you write as follows: 

"The Dictionnaire de Theologie Catholique also 
accepts that the pos i tion taken against episcopal 
ordination 'per saltum' by so many theologians is 
because they follow St. Thomas... The D.T.C. states 
(vol. XI, col. 1388): 

'Once one admits that the episcopate is an 
order adequately distinct from the simple priest- 
hood, one can conceive it as including eminently 
within itself all the powers of the priesthood. 
Were not the Apostles ordained as bishops without 
passing through the priesthood? (See Acts , XIII, 3) 
In the Apostolic Church there were only priest- 
bishops and deacons: see in particular Phil., I, I, 
and Clement of Rome, Cor. XLII. Many of the Popes, 
principally in the first centuries, were elevated 
immediately from the diaconate to the sovereign 
pontificate without receiving any other ordination 
but that of episcopal Consecration! One recalls 
also, the ordination of the antipope Constantine. 
See the Liber Pontif icalis , n.227, 257, 292, 427, 
455, 579, 264-256. ' " 

Here no reader could fail to suppose that the Diction- 
naire. . . is here stating its own position, whereas in reality 
it is doing nothing of the kind. It is simply setting out 
one of the rival positions. The questions posed in the 
passage are by no means rhetorical as they appear taken out 
of context. Immediately after the words you quote, the 
article continues: 

"This is the thesis of Thomassin. . .and of others 
cited by Gasparri... Undoubtedly rejoind er could be made 
[to the arguments]... Whatever the right answer may 
be... there are no peremptory arguments for one side or 
the other." (Emphasis added) 

Thus the Dictionnaire... expressly refrains from 
confirming your position or expressing any definite view 
whatsoever. Indeed my own impression after r f^ n ^ e y ^ 
of the author's treatment was that he inclined against you. 

Challenge (i) . How can you justify quoting the DU^ 
naire de The m ogle Catholique in such W1 * e *Vl 9 does not 
impression that it agrees with ^u when it expr essly _ 

agree, and indeed denies your Potion that the ma ^ 

open to doubt, by declaring that^ there are y 

arguments for one side or the other . 
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(ii) Continuing in the same vein, you inform your 
readers on the very next page of the same article that, 
"probably the most detailed examination of the question of 
episcopal ordination 'per saltum' is found in Gasparri 's De 
Sacr a ordinatione . The author concludes that such ordin- 
ations are valid." 

After locating a copy of the work you refer to and 
reading the relevant part of it, I was - despite being by 
then somewhat hardened to your methods of pursuing theo- 
logical controversy - considerably startled to discover that 
this assertion is simply untrue. Gasparri just does not 
conclude that such Ordinations are valid. The words quoted 
earlier from the Dictionnaire de Theologie Catholique that 
"there are no peremptory arguments for one side or the other" 
were in fact borrowed from Gasparri and succinctly state his 
position. He considers that the more recent opinion in 
favour of the validity of "per saltum" Ordination or 
Consecration is sufficiently well-founded to be probable , but 
he does not even say that it is equal in probability to the 
traditional, Thomistic position against validity. Certainly 
he expressly declares that such a Consecration would in 
practice have to be repeated conditionally to be sure of 
validity: the very position you were arguing against. 

Challenge (ii) . How is your statement about Cardinal 
Gasparri to be interpreted otherwise than as a direct lie? 
If you maintain that it was a mistake, how is it compatible 
with minimal scholarly standards? How is it compatible with 
your comment on Dr. Cooma raswamy ' s Destruction of the 
Christian Tradition ? 

"This type of factual error .. .makes it impossible 
to accept the book as a serious work of scholarship, and 
will provide useful ammunition for those wishing to 
discredit the traditional movement." ( The Angelus , May 
1982) 

Why should your readers trust any of the other refer- 
ences which fill your books any more than this one? Finally, 
how is such indefensible misrepresentation compatible with 
your boast: "...wherever possible I attempt to verify my 
quotations from the original sources"? (Ibidem) 

(iii) (See Dossier , chapter 9(B).) As you know, doubt 
has been cast on the validity of the Conciliar Church's 1968 
rite of priestly Ordination owing to its omission from the 
form of the sacrament of the word "ut" ("so that") which 
appeared in the traditional Catholic rite. To substantiate 
your position that the new rite is nonetheless certainly 
valid, you pointed out that the form of the sacrament is 
divided into two halves, the first referring to the sacer- 
dotal character ("gratia gratis data") and the second to the 
worthy exercise of the priestly office ("gratia status"). 
According to you, as the omission of the "ut" occurs in the 
latter half, not directly relating to the sacerdotal 
character, it cannot affect the validity of the form. You 
wrote: 

"As the second part of the form is not concerned 
with the conferring of the sacerdotal character, the 
'gratia gratis data', but with the 'gratia status', 
enabling and prompting the recipient to fulfil his 
office worthily, the omission of 'ut' in no way cast 



doubt upon the validity of the essential form of the 
conferral of the priesthood." ( The Roman Catholir . 
1981 ) . 

In other words, you maintain that the latter half of the 
form, in which the word "ut" appears, is not essential to the 
validity of the sacrament. However, as Fr. Jenkins pointed 
out in his follow-up article The New Ordination Ri te- An 
Indelible Question Mark , this position directly contradicts' 
Pope Pius XII's declaration in Sacramentum Ordinis (1947), 
according to which: " 

"The form consists of the words of the 'Preface' of 
which the following are essential and therefore required 
for validity: 

'Grant, we beseech Thee, Almighty Father, to 
these Thy servants, the dignity of the priesthood; 
renew the spirit of holiness within them so that 
Cut") they may hold the second rank received from 
Thee, God, and may, by the example of their 
conduct, inculcate strict morality.'" 

Thus Pope Pius XII expressly says that the latter half, 
which you say does not affect validity, is in fact "essen- 
tial... and required for validity," and he includes among the 
"words .. .which. . .are required for validity" the very "ut" 
which you maintain the Conciliar Church can omit with 
impunity. 

Challenge ( i i i ) . (a) Is the second half of the form 
( "renew. . .morality" ) essential and required for validity or 
not? (b) If not, how is this compatible with Pope Pius XII's 
constitution? (c) If so, how were you able to deny this 
despite your familiarity with Sacramentum Ordinis ? (d) And 
why did you not acknowledge your error when Fr. Jenkins drew 
it to your attention? (e) Finally, do you consider the word 
"ut" to be essential to validity or not? (f) If so, how can 
you defend the validity of the 1968 Ordination rite? (g) If 
not, how is your position compatible with Sacramentum 
Ordinis ? 

6. Falsehoods Concerning Pope Liberius 

Your attacks on the great anti-Arian pope St. Liberius, 
accused by calumniators of having subscribed to heresy, but 
thoroughly vindicated by Catholic scholarship, as I show in 
the Dossier , have been so numerous as to be tedious. For a 
complete vindication of Liberius, I refer you to the Dossier 
itself, as the evidence is inevitably impossible to summarize 
in a short space. I therefore select for consideration here 
only two points raised incidentally in your treatment of Pope 
St. Liberius. 

(i) (See Dossier , chapter 10.) In Pope John's Council 
(page xiv) you write as follows: 

"Athanasius made his stand not so m «? h W in V the 
world, 'contra mundum, ' as against the bishops of J 
world - even to the point of having his en?™™ 1 ****™ 
confirmed by Pope Liberius - but it was the Pope 
subsequently retracted and repented. 



I make no comment here as to whether or not liberius 
i ma*e uw At-hanasius. My concern is with your 

truly «J "» u " c h V^ etr \ctrr"d repented." You refer to 
f h ta rrcn onon part of Liberius elsewhere too (see 

this r e ca nta tion on tne ' * Apo logia Pro Marcel Lefebvre , 

vXume 1 Page 118 ; ^rhbllho p^eflbvre ■ the Trutg Tpage 
ll\ and' to the best of my knowLedge it is a complete 
Mention; for history -even including those doubtful 
sources which accuse Liberius of heresy and excommunicating 
I™ Athanasius - is completely silent about any repentance, 
retraction or recantation on his part. 

Challen ge (i) . Please state your historical authority 
for attributing recantation or retraction to Pope Liberius. 

(ii) Secondly, you made the following observations in 
an article entitled - enthusiastically - "God Bless Arch- 
bishop Lefebvre!" which appeared in The Angelus , November 
1985: 

"Pope Liber ius ... s igned an ambiguous semi-Arian 
formula and excommunicated St. Athanas ius . . . Liberius 
was the first Roman Pontiff not to be canonized whereas 
St. Athanasius was raised to the honours of the altar." 

What is remarkable about this assertion is that I can 
find not the faintest evidence that any Roman pontiff before 
Liberius was ever canonized! All the authorities I have 
consulted agree that canonization did not begin until some 
time after Liberius. Prior to that time, men were regarded 
as saints if they were included in the principal martyr- 
ologies or menologies of East and West, had a solid popular 
cultus and/or were referred to as saints by the Fathers. 
And whereas it is true that all these sources testify that 
all popes prior to Liberius, and St. Athanasius with them, 
were indeed saints, they also include Liberius himself as a 
saint. In other words, by the only means we have of 
identifying who was and who was not a saint prior to the 
institution of formal canonization, Liberius was just as much 
a saint as St. Athanasius or St. Clement. 

Challenge ( ii ) . (a) Upon what authority do you deny that 
Liberius received the honours of the altar? (b) Upon what 
authority do you affirm that popes prior to Liberius were 
"canonized"? 

7. A Complete Invention (See Dossier , chapter 11.) 

In The Angelus for May 1982, protesting at the presump- 
tion of a young priest who believed the Holy See to be 
vacant, you declared: 

"...the number of priests who are competent to 
engage in speculative theology is as limited as that of 
scientists who invent moon rockets... The very idea of 
recently ordained priests considering themselves 
competent to make a credible contribution to speculative 
theology is absurd to the point of being grotesque... As 
far as I know, there is not a single priest within the 
traditionalist movement in the English-speaking world 
who is qualified to engage in speculative theology." 



This information would undoubtedly have been new to many 
of your readers, and some of them would no doubt have wished 
to find out what speculative theology is. if they turned to 
Fr. J. Herrmann's Institutiones Theologiae Dogmaticae . they 
would be informed that: "'Speculative' or 'dogmatic' theology 
consists in the contemplation of revealed truths." (Intro- 
duction, article II) If they then referred to the Manua l of 
Catholic Theology by Drs. Wilhelm and Scannel they would have 
learnt that: "When theology expounds and co-ordinates the 
dogmas themselves, and demonstrates them from Scripture and 
Tradition, it takes the name of Positive Theology. When it 
takes the dogmas for granted, and penetrates into their 
nature and discovers their principles and consequences, it is 
designated Speculative Theology... Positive Theology and 
Speculative Theology cannot be completely separated." 

From this, it would appear that speculative theology 
covers the whole field of dogma, in penetrative rather than 
expository fashion. It would seem, therefore, to be a very 
broad subject, in which every priest and many layfolk would 
be competent to greater or lesser extents. And yet you 
maintain that it is a science closed to all but the select 
few. 

Challenge (i) . (a) Please refer to a single Catholic 
authority who holds, with you, that the vast majority of 
priests are not competent to engage in speculative theology, 
(b) If you cannot, please explain how you can justify making 
such emphatic and far-reaching statements on the basis of 
nothing but your private opinion. 

(ii) Even putting this difficulty aside, there remains 
a considerable problem. You have yourself written at length 
in favour of the thesis that the Holy See is not vacant, but 
you maintain that a priest is not permitted to argue that it 
is vacant because the subject pertains to speculative 
theology in which only a handful of priests, none of them, 
according to you, traditionalists, are competent. This 
appears to be a clear case of double standards. 

Challenge (ii) . (a) If it is forbidden to all but 
theologians of great stature to consider whether the Holy See 
might be vacant, why is it open to those such as yourself, 
who do not fall into this category, to argue that the Holy 
See is occupied? (b) If the subject is so demanding, why is 
it less demanding to give one answer to the question than the 
opposite answer? 

8. Errors Concerning Participat ion in Religious Acts 
with Non-Catholics . 

On page 45 of t Am With You Always , you set out what you 
claim to be the facts about the participation of Catholics in 
religious acts ( "communicat io in sacris") with non-Catholics. 

"In the Old [1917] Code of Canon law it w as 
forbidden for Catholics to take P art .Rustical and 
worship of non-Catholics. This is an ^^"^Iklch 
not a Divine law... There were circumstances in "^ 
Catholics were permitted to take J*\^ s \™? ed fVh.-.. 
worship prior to Vatican II. Canon 1258 l«tea z 
•funerals, weddings, and other similar celebrations. 



It was stipulated that attendance at such services 
should be 'passive' 

(i) The first error in this passage is your statement 
that the law forbidding Catholics to participate in the 
Divine worship of non-Catholics was an ecclesiastical and not 
a Divine law. Evidently this is a question of great moment, 
because the Conciliar Church expressly permits such "commun- 
icatio in sacris" with non-Catholics and its "popes" 
habitually practise it. If, therefore, it is forbidden by 
the Divine law, from which even a pope cannot dispense, this 
would undoubtedly create a grave difficulty for the Conciliar 
Church's apologists such as yourself. But the voice of 
authority is quite clear, however, that it is a question of 
Divine law. Here, for instance, is the instruction on the 
subject addressed to the Catholics of England by Cardinal 
Allen in his letter of 12th December 1592:* J21 

"...You [priests] and all my brethren must have 
great regard that you teach not nor defend that it is 
lawful to communicate with the Protestants in their 
prayers or services or in the conventicles where they 
meet to minister their untrue sacraments; for this is 
contrary to the practice of the Church and the Holy 
Doctors in all ages who never communicated or allowed 
any Catholic person to pray together with Arians, 
Donatists or what other soever. Neither is it a 
positive law of the Church, Cor in that case it might be 
dispensed with upon some occasion; but it is forbidden 
by God's own eternal law , as by many evident arguments I 
could convince... To make all sure, I have asked for the 
judgement of the pope currently reigning [Pope Clement 
VIII] and he expressly told me that to participate with 
the Protestants either by praying with them or by 
coming to their churches or services or suchlike was by 
no means lawful or dispensable ..." [I have modernized 
and clarified the English in one or two places and added 
emphases . ] 

Thus Cardinal Allen and Pope Clement VIII expressly deny 
your assertion. Nor was there any change in the doctrine of 
theologians on this topic prior to Vatican II. "Active 
'communicatio in sacris'. ..is never lawful ," says Noldin- 
Schmitt's Summa Theologiae Moralis (vol.11, n.38) in Fr. 
Heizel's 1962 edition, "because it is denial of the Faith by 
internal and external profession of a false religion... 
'Communicatio in sacris' is. . . implicitly formal if it is done 
in the sacred rite itself, for instance .. .by singing with the 
heretics in a sacred function, for the perverse intention of 
joining in a heretical rite can never be separated from such 
actions ." (Emphases added.) 

Challenge (i) . Please produce texts of pre-Vatican II 
theologians, prelates and popes equal in status to Cardinal 
Allen, Pope Clement VIII and Fr. Noldin who attest the truth 
of your contention that "communicatio in sacris" is not "per 
se" forbidden by Divine law. 

(ii) Of course it must be admitted that you do adduce 
evidence in the original essay that what you say i9 true, for 

32U Letters and Memorials of Cardinal Allen (ed. T.F. 
Knox) vol.ii, pp. 344-5. 



you remark that "there were circumstances in which Cat-h^n™ 
were permitted to take part in non-Catholic worship prior ?S 
Vatican II. Canon 1258 listed them. .. - But this contention 
presents an anomaly in the light of your closing admission 
that "it was stipulated that attendance at such services 
should be 'passive'." "Passive" being the opposite of 
"active", it is difficult to see how one could passively 
" take part in non-Catholic worship." Plainly to "t ake part" 
in an act of worship would involve some action rathpr than 
mere passivity. However, you assure us that Catholics were 
permitted to "take part" in non-Catholic worship, and you 
refer us to Canon 1258 in substantiation of this, so to Canon 
1258 we must turn. It reads as follows: 

"(i) It is not lawful for the faithful in any way 
actively to be present at or to take part in the 
religious acts of non-Catholics. 

"(ii) Passive or merely material presence can be 
tolerated for the sake of civil office or of honour, for 
a grave reason to be approved by the bishop in case of 
doubt at the funerals, weddings and similar ceremonies 
of non-Catholics, provided there be no danger of 
perversion or of scandal." 

Thus the first paragraph of the canon absolutely forbids 
Catholics actively to be present at the religious acts of 
non-Catholics or to take part in them, and the second 
paragraph permits only (in certain carefully delineated 
circumstances) passive presence , which of course is not the 
same as "taking part". 

Challenge (ii ) . (a) Does Canon 1258 anywhere suggest, as 
you allege, that Catholics may "take part in non-Catholic 
worship"? (b) Were you aware, when you wrote I Am With You 
Always , of the distinction between "to take part in" a 
ceremony, and "passively to be present" at it? (c) How is it 
justifiable or excusable for you thus to invoke a canon in 
favour of your contention when it simply does not support 
you? (d) If you have some excuse, is it one that you would 
have taken into account if you had apprehended a notoriously 
modernistic priest, or a reprehensible "sedevacant i s t " 
invoking "authorities" which deny his position? (e) Finally, 
can you name any pre-Vatican II approved author who defends 
the lawfulness of "taking part in non-Catholic worship"? (f) 
And if not, is it not plain that the charge of authorizing 
what, prior to Vatican II, was universally condemned as "per 
se" contrary to Divine and ecclesiastical law, from which you 
endeavour by misrepresentation to defend the Conciliar 
Church, is one of which it is in fact guilty ? 



At this point, I close my series of challenges to you 
inviting you to respond to them. What you will .no ice abou 
each of the questions is that if there is any ^^Eication 
available for your position, it will not take you long to 
answer it. The argument that you have not enough time 
not therefore available to you to justify declining to 
respond to my accusations. Hence, should you refuse to 
reply, therefore, or should you produce a riposte in which 
you evade directly answering each of .^ J^^ers of 
conclusion that I and, I anticipate, all impart i a 1 read er ^ 
this letter will reach, is that you «n^ answer t^ 
without repeatedly convicting yourself, out oi y 
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mouth, of a level of theological ignorance, dishonesty and 
unscrupulousness which makes you a mortal danger to the souls 
of all who read you as if you were a Catholic writer. 

I hope you will believe me if I end this letter by 
assuring you that I have not enjoyed writing either it or 
the accompanying Dossier , and have done so in no spirit of 
personal hostility to you, but purely in order to neutralize, 
as far as I may be able, your immense and pernicious 
influence, and only after private attempts to persuade you to 
justify your position or withdraw errors had been unsuccess- 
ful. For your own sake, as well as that of your readers, I 
earnestly pray that you may recognize the justice of the 
indictment this letter and the Dossier comprise and take that 
action which alone could properly make amends for the damage 
you have hitherto inflicted on the Church: namely, to take up 
your pen one last time to renounce all your theological 
writings, and then to put it down forever. 

Yours sincerely in - as I hope you soon will be once 
more - the Holy Catholic Church, 



John S. Daly . 



